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ABSTRACT 
The general purpose of the current study was to determine whether the 
implementation of a 6-week long team goal setting intervention would increase 
perceptions of cohesion. The specific purpose was to determine what goal type (process, 
performance, outcome, or multiple goals) would have the greatest impact on cohesion. 
The participants were 106 (N= 38 teams) male and female undergraduate students. The 
teams were randomly assigned to an experimental process goal, performance goal, 
outcome goal, multiple goal or control condition. Teams completed the task of doubles 
cup stacking in a laboratory setting. Each participant completed the Group Environment 
Questionnaire (GEQ; Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1985), which assessed perceptions 
of cohesion at three time points over the course of the study. Overall, the results indicated 
that the team goal setting intervention was not successful in fostering perceptions of 
cohesion. Recommendations for future team goal setting research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 
RESEARCH ARTICLE 
Introduction 
Practitioners, coaches, and players are continually interested in enhancing the 
performance of their teams and it is believed that greater cohesion is related to improved 
performance (Hardy, Eys, & Carron, 2005). Cohesion has been defined as "a dynamic 
process that is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in 
the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective 
needs" (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). Not surprisingly, researchers have 
conducted numerous investigations examining the relationship between cohesiveness and 
performance (e.g., Carron, Bray, & Eys, 2002; Tziner, Nicola, & Rizac, 2003; Widmeyer 
& Williams, 1991). Furthermore, one of the most comprehensive analyses of this 
relationship was conducted by Carron, Colman, Wheeler, and Stevens (2002). These 
authors conducted a meta-analytic review containing a total of 46 studies with over 9,900 
athletes and 1,000 teams. In general, the results revealed a significant moderate to large 
(ES = .655) relationship between cohesion and performance. Given the significant 
relationship between cohesion and performance, it is not surprising that attempts have 
been made to enhance cohesion through a process known as team building. 
Team building can be viewed as a method to "promote an increased sense of unity 
and cohesiveness and enable the team to function together more smoothly and 
effectively" (Newman, 1984, p. 27). That is, team building interventions are designed to 
increase group effectiveness by enhancing group cohesiveness (Carron, Spink, & 
Prapavessis, 1997). Despite the importance of enhancing cohesion through team building, 
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research from this body of knowledge has yielded equivocal results. On the one hand, 
some studies have found a positive team building-cohesion relationship (e.g., Carron & 
Spink, 1993; Stevens & Bloom, 2003; Voight & Callaghan, 2001). For instance, Carron 
and Spink implemented a team building intervention with university aerobics classes to 
determine if cohesion could be enhanced. Specifically, university aerobics classes were 
randomly assigned to either a team building or a control condition (i.e., regular exercise 
classes) for a 13-week period. Results showed that the team building and control 
conditions could be differentiated on the basis of their perceptions of cohesion. In 
particular, exercisers who participated in the team building program focusing on 
individual positions in the group, group norms, sacrifices, distinctiveness, and 
communication perceived greater levels of task cohesion than exercisers in the control 
condition. That is, exercisers in the team building condition were more united in trying to 
reach their group's objectives compared to exercisers in the control condition. Similarly, 
Stevens and Bloom implemented a team building program with female NCAA Division 1 
softball teams. The purpose of the study was to determine if the team building program 
consisting of role behavior, social support, team leadership, social interaction, and 
clarification of team goals held higher perceptions of cohesion than a control condition 
by the end of the season. The results indicated that participants in the intervention 
condition reported significantly higher levels of task and social cohesion following the 
intervention compared to the control condition. More specifically, participants in the 
intervention condition reported being more motivated towards developing and 
maintaining social relationships and activities within the group. 
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Alternatively, some research has found no changes in perceptions of cohesion 
following a team building intervention program (e.g., Bloom & Stevens, 2002; 
Prapavessis, Carton, & Spink, 1996). For example, Prapavessis et al. conducted a team 
building intervention study with coaches who were randomly assigned to a team building, 
an attention-placebo, or a control condition. Coaches in the team building condition 
attended a workshop and developed team building strategies that were implemented with 
their teams. The strategies were based on Carron and Spink's (1993) conceptual 
framework and included: clarification of roles, leadership, norms, and goals. Coaches in 
the attention-placebo condition were provided with information on topics such as 
nutrition. Perceptions of cohesion were assessed at three different times throughout the 
season, but no differences were found across the three conditions. Bloom and Stevens 
carried out a study on one equestrian team to examine whether the implementation of a 
team building program consisting of various interventions (e.g., development of 
leadership, norms, and communication) would enhance perceptions of cohesion. Results 
revealed no significant differences in perceptions of cohesion between pre- and post-
intervention. 
Given these equivocal findings, several shortcomings have been identified. One 
reason why team building interventions have failed to enhance cohesion may be related 
to the research design. Although, Bloom and Stevens (2002) found no increase in 
perceptions of cohesion after implementing a team building intervention program, an 
alternative explanation could be that while cohesion was not enhanced, perhaps it was 
maintained throughout the season. The idea of maintaining cohesion levels throughout 
the season would be consistent with recent findings. Senecal, Loughead, and Bloom 
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(2008) conducted a season-long team building intervention program using team goal 
setting. The authors randomly assigned teams to either a team goal setting condition or a 
control condition. The results revealed that levels of cohesion for athletes in the team 
goal setting condition remained stable, while athletes' perceptions of cohesion in the 
control condition significantly decreased over the season. Without the use of a control 
group, Senecal et al. would have concluded similar to Bloom and Stevens that the 
intervention was not effective in influencing perceptions of cohesion. 
Another limitation influencing previous research in team building has been the 
duration of the study. Numerous researchers (e.g., Pargman & De Jesus, 1987) have 
assessed the effects of team building on perceptions of cohesion over a relatively short-
term period. For instance, Pargman and De Jesus evaluated the effect of a team building 
intervention using team goal setting on cohesion over the course of a round robin 
tournament lasting less than a week. Therefore, team building interventions of short 
duration may not provide sufficient time for any long-term benefits of the program to 
develop (Buller, 1998). 
A final limitation influencing the results of previous team building research could 
be the use of multiple team building strategies being implemented concurrently. Several 
studies (e.g., Bloom & Stevens, 2002; Carton & Spink, 1993; Prapavessis et al., 1996; 
Spink & Carron, 1993; Stevens & Bloom, 2003) have often implemented multiple 
intervention strategies such as team goal setting, team leadership, team communication, 
clarification of roles, and social support. Given that the intervention strategies were 
implemented concurrently, the relative contribution of any one strategy could not be 
determined. Therefore, it has been suggested that future research evaluate the 
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effectiveness of one intervention strategy (Stevens & Bloom). As noted above, there are 
several intervention strategies that can be used to enhance cohesion, however when 
asked, participants in the Stevens and Bloom study indicated that team goal setting was 
the most effective team building strategy to enhance perceptions of cohesion; therefore 
team goal setting will be used as the intervention strategy for the proposed study. 
Team goals have been defined as shared perceptions that refer to a desirable state for the 
group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal goals of individual team 
members (Mills, 1984). Although there is limited research investigating whether teams 
are better served by individual goals for all members or team goals for the collective, the 
research evidence that is available suggests that team goals are superior to individual 
goals for team outcomes such as cohesion and performance (Johnson, Ostrow, Perna, & 
Etzel, 1997; Matsui, Kakuyama, & Onglatco, 1987; Mitchell & Silver, 1990). In fact, the 
idea to incorporate more team goals intuitively makes sense since sport is a context where 
the team dominates in terms of getting individuals to carry out their goals (Brawley, 
Carron, & Widmeyer, 1993). Specifically, it has been suggested that team goal setting 
can positively influence cohesion by encouraging a greater team focus (Widmeyer & 
Ducharme, 1997). In order to further investigate the team goal setting-cohesion 
relationship, Senecal et al. (2008) examined whether the implementation of a season-long 
team goal setting intervention increased perceptions of cohesion in female high school 
basketball teams. The teams were randomly assigned to either a team goal setting 
condition or a control condition. The results revealed that participants in the team goal 
setting condition held significantly higher perceptions on all four dimensions of cohesion 
than participants in the control condition. One of the dimensions included individual 
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attractions to the group task (ATG-T) referring to the attractiveness of the group's task, 
productivity, and goals for the individual personally. The second dimension was 
represented by individual attractions to the group social (ATG-S) and is viewed as each 
group member's feelings about his or her personal acceptance, and social interaction with 
the group. The third dimension found was group integration task (GI-T) represented by 
an individual's perceptions of the similarity, closeness, and bonding within the group as a 
whole around the group's task. The fourth dimension of cohesion consisted of group 
integration social (GI-S) incorporating individual's perceptions about the similarity, 
closeness, and bonding within the group as a whole as a social unit (Carron et al., 1998). 
Although previous research does provide some insight into the relationship 
between group goal setting and cohesion, this body of research does have its 
shortcomings. One of these pertains to the examination of this relationship in field 
settings. A limitation to this research method is that the researcher loses the ability to 
directly control many aspects of the situation. However, the use of experimental designs 
allows researchers to keep extraneous variables constant, thereby eliminating their 
influence on the outcome of the experiment (Cozby, 1997). Thus, the present study was 
conducted in a controlled and stable environment whereby the primary researcher was 
responsible for conducting the research with all participants in a laboratory setting. 
Another limitation is the majority of previous research has failed to implement a 
team goal setting program while fostering conditions for effective team goal setting. That 
is, few studies in sport have examined the effects of team goal setting while monitoring 
goal acceptance, goal commitment, goal difficulty, goal specificity, and goal feedback. 
Although no research has monitored the conditions for effective goal setting at the team 
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level, there is support for this in the individual goal setting literature (e.g., Kyllo & 
Landers, 1995; Matsui et al., 1987; Mesch, Farh, & Podsakoff, 1994). Kyllo and Landers 
recommended that investigators promote goal acceptance and commitment by having 
participants active in the goal setting process. In addition, they suggested that researchers 
assess goal commitment when conducting research on goal setting. Moreover, they 
found that goal difficulty moderates the goal setting-performance relationship in that 
moderately difficult goals enhanced performance more than difficult or easy goals. In 
terms of goal specificity, Kyllo and Landers' research has found that specific goals result 
in better performance than relative and "do your best" goals. Finally, it is believed that 
goal setting effectiveness is enhanced if there is timely feedback showing progress 
towards the goals (Locke & Latham, 1985; Widmeyer & Ducharme, 1997). 
In addition, although it has been recommended that participants' personal goals be 
measured when conducting goal setting research to assess whether additional goals are 
being set (Locke, 1994), previous research has failed to do so. In order to account for this 
previous limitation, the current study assessed for spontaneous goal setting. 
A final shortcoming has been the lack of research examining the various goal 
types. Studies that have examined the effects of goal setting on cohesion have used 
performance goals (i.e., Pargman & De Jesus, 1987; Senecal et al., 2008) or have failed 
to indicate which type of goals were being implemented (e.g., Brawley et al., 1993; 
Kjormo & Halvari, 2002). Consequently, several researchers (e.g., Burton, 1989; 
Kingston & Hardy, 1994, 1997) have stressed the importance of distinguishing between 
four types of goals (i.e., process, performance, outcome, and combination of the previous 
three) and the significance of investigating the benefits of each goal type in relation to 
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various outcomes such as cohesion. Process goals are defined as focusing on the 
behaviours necessary for successful performance (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). That is, 
process goals focus on skill technique (Cox, 2007). Examples of process goals might 
include "staying relaxed" during a race or "keeping your eyes on the soccer ball". 
Performance goals on the other hand, focus on identifying an end product of performance 
that can be achieved relatively independent of others (Hardy et al., 1996). Specifically, 
performance goals focus on skill achievement (Cox). For instance, running one mile in 12 
minutes and 21 seconds or improving running time by 5 seconds would be indicative of a 
performance goal. Outcome goals focus on an end product of performance and are 
usually based on a comparison with a competitor such as finishing first in a race or 
beating the opponent by 10 seconds (Hardy et al., 1996). That is, outcome goals usually 
focus on winning (Cox). Finally, multiple goals reflect that by combining several goal 
types (process, performance, and/or outcome) may be beneficial for performance. In fact, 
research by Filby, Maynard, and Gray don (1999) found that the use of multiple types of 
goal is superior to any single type of goal setting on performance. 
Thus, the general purpose of the present study was to determine whether the 
implementation of a team goal setting intervention program would increase perceptions 
of cohesion compared to a control condition receiving no treatment over a six week 
period. More specifically, the purpose was to determine what goal type (process, 
performance, outcome, or multiple goals) would have the greatest impact on cohesion. In 
order to enhance the effectiveness of the team goal setting intervention, several 
moderating factors (i.e., goal acceptance, goal commitment, goal difficulty, goal 
specificity, feedback, and spontaneous goal setting) were monitored and controlled. Two 
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hypotheses were advanced for this study. First using Senecal et al. (2008) findings as a 
guide, it was hypothesized that participants in the team goal setting condition would have 
higher perceptions of cohesion than their control counterparts. Second, it was 
hypothesized that participants in the multiple team goal setting condition would have the 
highest perceptions of cohesion followed by the process goal setting condition, then the 
performance and outcome goal setting conditions, respectively. The rationale for this 
hypothesis was based on previous goal setting research (e.g., Filby et al., 1999; 
Linnenbrink, 2005) that has found the use of multiple types of goal setting superior to any 
single type of goal setting on performance. Furthermore, because cup stacking is a 
relatively novel task, participants would benefit more from setting process goals until the 
task became relatively automatic (e.g., Kingston & Hardy, 1997; Zimmerman & 
Kitsantas, 1996, 1997). 
Method 
Participants 
A total of 59 female and 47 male undergraduate students registered in an 
introductory sport psychology class at the University of Windsor served as participants. 
Their ages ranged from 18 to 23 years, with a mean of 18.67 (SD = .90). Participants 
were randomly placed into groups consisting of three members each. However, 17 
students subsequently withdrew from the study indicating such reasons as lack of time 
and unknowingly signed up by a friend. Therefore, there were data available for 106 
participants including one group of four, 29 groups of three and 9 groups of two members 
each. On average, participants reported knowing their teammates for 4.14 months (SD = 
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21.02). Furthermore, 93.4% of participants reported having no prior experience with cup 
stacking. 
Students who took part in the study received a research credit equivalent to 2% 
towards their final grade in introductory sport psychology course. This research credit 
was treated as a bonus above the normal evaluation of their work in the class. Students 
who did not participate in the study were provided with the option of an alternative 
means to gain this research credit. The alternative means of gaining the research credit 
included submitting two 3-page reports that reviewed two published research studies on 
the topics of cohesion and team goal setting. Students who chose this option earned 1% 
point for each report. Two students selected this option. The aforementioned 
opportunities for additional credit were deemed equivalent in terms of time commitment. 
Experimental Task 
Teams were asked to perform an interdependent task called doubles cup stacking. 
The task of doubles cup stacking requires two individuals at one time to stack together 
plastic cups. Cup stacking is a sport where participants stack and unstack 12 specially 
designed plastic cups in a predetermined sequence. For the purpose of the current study, 
each participant within his/her team was required to perform the task twice, forcing team 
members to work together to accomplish the task through exchanging information, 
assigning roles to divide labour, and building on one another's performance. As such, 
teams were required to stack and unstack a 3-6-3 formation, 6-6 formation and 1-10-1 
formation (see Appendix A). Thus, a stack of three cups was formed (two on the bottom 
and one on top) followed by a stack of six cups (three on the bottom, two in the middle, 
and one on top), and followed once again by a stack of three. All three of these 
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formations were then unstacked in the order that they were first formed and placed into 
one pile. From the pile of cups, participants formed the 6-6 formation consisting of two 
stacks of six cups. Once these two piles had been unstacked and placed once again into a 
single pile, teams finished the task with the 1-10-1 formation by placing two singles cups 
on the outsides and a stack of 10 in the middle (four on the bottom, three in the first 
middle row, two on the upper-middle row, and one on top). A timing mat was used to 
measure performance. The timer started once the participants took their hands off the 
sensor button and stopped once the button was depressed. This task was selected because 
very few of the participants had previous experience with cup stacking. 
Experimental Conditions 
Process goals. Teams assigned to the process goal condition (n = 8) were 
provided with a written definition of a process goal and informed verbally that research 
has indicated that process goals should be used to improve team performance. They were 
subsequently informed that in order to do well they should focus on using this type of 
goal. The researcher and teams participatively set team process goals that were used 
during their cup stacking task. Participants were active in the goal setting process in order 
to maximize the effectiveness of the goal setting program by promoting goal 
commitment. (Kyllo & Landers, 1995). Furthermore, participants were notified that 
although the task of doubles cup stacking was identical between all teams, they were 
taking part in one of three studies being conducted by the primary researcher. An 
emphasis was placed on the aforementioned point to avoid discussions and comparisons 
amongst the teams. They were also informed that their concern was with team goal 
improvements based on baseline and final goal assessments determined by the primary 
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researcher (i.e., the competition will focus on improvements regarding their process goals 
and not time). As a result, teams assigned to this condition did not use the timing mat 
during the remaining trials after baseline testing with the exception of the final 
performance evaluation trial. 
Performance goals. Teams assigned to the performance goal condition (n = 8) 
followed a similar protocol to the previous condition except participants were informed 
about the performance benefits of setting performance goals and were later asked to 
develop team performance goals. However, unlike the previous condition, teams were 
presented with their baseline time and permitted to use the timing mat; thereby having 
immediate feedback with respect to time. 
Outcome goals. Teams assigned to the outcome goal condition (n = 8) were 
provided with information regarding the use of outcome goals and were informed that in 
order to do well, the team should focus on using team outcome goals. Teams and the 
researcher generated the outcome goals that would be used during their cup stacking task. 
Unlike the previous team goal setting conditions, participants were informed that the 
competition would be based on performance measured by time. Therefore, teams used the 
timing mat and were also provided with the baseline performance times of other teams. 
Multiple goal condition. The multiple goal setting condition (n = 7) included 
process, performance, and outcome goals. The protocol for this condition was identical to 
the other experimental groups except teams were asked to develop goals for all three goal 
types and they were informed that the competition was based on performance measured 
by time. Additionally, like the outcome goal condition, teams were permitted to use the 
timing mat and they were provided with the baseline times of all teams. 
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Control condition. Participants in the control condition (n = 7) were informed 
only that the experiment was concerned with the cohesion of groups (i.e., they were not 
told about the competition), and they completed the experimental task without the use of 
explicit goal statements. Furthermore, teams were not provided with the opportunity to 
use the timing mat during the trials in order to minimize spontaneous goal setting. 
Measures 
Demographic data. Participants completed demographic information including 
age, gender, prior experience with cup stacking, and length of friendship between 
teammates (see Appendix B). 
Cohesion. Cohesion was measured using the Group Environment Questionnaire 
(GEQ; Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985). The GEQ is an 18-item inventory that 
assesses four dimensions of cohesion. Specifically, individual attractions to the group-
task (ATG-T) consists of four items and an example is: "I am unhappy with my team's 
level of desire to win". Individual attractions to the group-social (ATG-S) consists of five 
items and an example item is: "Some of my best friends are on this team". Group 
integration-task (GI-T) comprises five items and an example item is: "Our team is united 
in trying to reach its goals for performance". Lastly, group integration-social (GI-S) 
comprises four items and an example item is: "Members of our team would rather go out 
on their own than get together as a team" (see Appendix C for a copy of the items). 
Following Carron et al.'s (1998) recommendations, minor wording modifications were 
needed to ensure the GEQ was appropriate for the current task. Specifically, nine items 
were modified. For instance, the item "Our team would like to spend time together in the 
offseason" was modified to read: "Members of our team would like to spend time 
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together when the cup stacking study is completed". All items were measured on a 9-
point Likert scale anchored at the extremes of 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree). 
Out of the 18 items, 12 were negatively worded and needed to be reversed scored; hence 
higher scores represented stronger perceptions of cohesion. Research has shown that the 
GEQ possesses adequate internal consistency (e.g., Carron et al., 1985), and shows 
content (e.g., Carron et al., 1985), concurrent (e.g., Brawley, Carron, & Widmeyer, 
1987), predictive (e.g., Spink & Carron, 1993), and factorial validity (e.g., Carron et al., 
1985; Li &Harmer, 1996). 
Performance. Performance was measured by the time in seconds it took the teams 
to complete two full cycles consisting of the 3-6-3, 6-6, and 1-10-1 cup stacking 
structures as indicated by the cup stacking timing mat. 
Manipulation Check 
Spontaneous goal setting. Participants assigned to the control condition were 
asked to fill out the questionnaire at the end of the study to assess whether any goals were 
set during the study (Locke, 1994). If participants answered "yes" to setting goals, they 
were asked to provide a written example of the goals that were set in order to determine 
which type of goals were being set (see Appendix D). 
Goal commitment. Goal commitment was measured using Klein, Wesson, 
Hollenbeck, Wright, and DeShon's (2001) inventory. This unidimensional inventory 
contained five items on a 5-point Likert scale (e.g., "I am strongly committed to pursuing 
this goal") with scores ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Of 
the five items, three were negatively worded and needed to be reversed scored (see 
Appendix E for a copy of the inventory). The goal commitment scale has been shown to 
15 
possess adequate reliability with a Cronbach's alpha of .81 (e.g., Seijts & Latham, 2001) 
and has been used in numerous goal setting studies in organizational psychology (e.g., 
Brown & Latham, 2002; Guthrie & Hollensbe, 2004; Seijts & Latham; Winters & 
Latham, 1996). 
Goal specificity. Perceived goal specificity was measured by two items measured 
on a 5-point Likert scale. These items were derived from Winters and Latham (1996). 
This inventory was completed by participants in the team goal setting conditions after 
each trial to ensure that goals remained specific throughout the study. Minor wording 
modifications were made to both items to ensure the inventory was appropriate for the 
current task. For instance, the item "To what extent was the goal for producing schedules 
vague?" was modified to read "To what extent was the aim for producing your team 
goals vague?". Scale scores ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so). One of the two 
items was negatively worded and needed to be reversed scored; thus higher scores 
reflected higher perceptions of specificity (see Appendix F for a copy of the inventory). 
Research using the goal specificity inventory has provided evidence that it is reliable with 
a Cronbach's alpha of .84 (e.g., Brown & Latham, 2002). 
Goal difficulty. The extent to which the participants in the experimental 
conditions perceive the goal as difficult was measured using two items from Winters and 
Latham (1996): "To what extent were the goals that your team set difficult?" and "To 
what extent were the goals that your team set easy?" Similar to the goal specificity 
inventory, this inventory was completed by participants in the team goal setting 
conditions after each practice session to ensure that goals remained moderately difficult 
throughout the study. Scale scores ranged from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so). One of 
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the items was negatively worded and needed to be reversed scored; hence, higher scores 
represented greater perceptions of goal difficulty (see Appendix G for a copy of the 
inventory). Research has shown that the goal difficulty inventory possesses adequate 
reliability with a Cronbach's alpha of .65 and has been implemented as a measurement 
tool in various studies (e.g., Brown & Latham, 2002). Although the current inventory 
appears to have low levels of reliability, Price and Weiss (2000) suggest an acceptable 
cut off value of .60 for inventories containing few items such as the goal difficulty 
inventory. 
Design and Procedures 
Ethical approval for the study was first obtained from the university's research 
ethics board. Students registered in the introductory sport psychology class were invited 
to take part in a study concerning the development of cohesion. However, in order to 
avoid coercion the students were approached in another course. Participants were then 
given a letter of information (see Appendix H for a copy of the letter) and were informed 
that they would need to attend one 15 minute session for the first 3 weeks and on a 
biweekly basis for three weeks for a total of 6 weeks. In order to limit spontaneous goal 
setting, no further details regarding the study were provided at this time. 
Participants were randomly assigned to teams consisting of three members. 
Having teams of three is consistent with previous team goal setting research (e.g., Guthrie 
& Hollensbe, 2004; Mesch et al., 1994; Mulvey & Ribbens, 1999; Silver & Bufanio, 
1996), and should promote team member interaction. Once the teams were established, 
they were randomly assigned to one of five conditions: process goals, performance goals, 
outcome goals, multiple goals (comprised of process, performance, and outcome goals), 
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or a control condition. A duration of 6 weeks was selected for the current study because it 
emulates the length of a season for certain sports such as high school soccer, track and 
field, and rugby. Furthermore, the duration of the present study was consistent with 
previous goal setting research (e.g., Filby et al., 1999; Klein & Mulvey, 1995; 
Linnnenbrink, 2005). 
The first 10 minutes of the first meeting was devoted to showing a video clip of 
the cup stacking task and a review of the rules in doubles cup stacking was provided (see 
Appendixes I-M for a copy of the instructional sheet for each condition). Participants 
were then required to sign a consent form (see Appendixes N and O for a copy of the 
experimental and control group consent forms). A 5 minute team practice session ensued 
to familiarize the teams with the task. 
The following three team meetings consisted of practice sessions lasting 15 
minutes. Teams from all conditions did not use the timing mat to ensure that they were 
equal on all aspects prior to the introduction of the experimental manipulation. In 
addition to practice, the fourth meeting consisted of baseline testing. Specifically, all 
teams were required to perform three timed cup stacking trials to determine performance 
scores and their best score was recorded. The best score was recorded as opposed to 
taking the average as this simulates the sport of cup stacking competitions (Speed Stacks 
Inc, 2007). In addition, baseline levels of cohesion were assessed using the GEQ (Carron 
et al, 1985). At this time, teams from each condition, with the exception of the control 
condition, participated in determining their goals. 
In order to help teams determine their goals, a three stage team goal setting 
protocol advanced by Eys, Patterson, Loughead, and Carron (2006) was used. In the first 
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stage, the rationale for the team goal setting intervention was discussed with the 
participants. They were informed that working together to find common objectives for 
their team could help them work more efficiently as a unit. As a team, the participants 
and researcher generated an appropriate long-term and three short-term goals according 
to their goal setting condition. Once the long-term goal was established, the following 
question was asked by the primary researcher: "What do you have to do especially well 
as a team during practice to maximize your chances or reaching your long-term goal?" 
Each participant then independently picked three goals that he/she thought were the most 
important for the group. Participants then got together as a team to discuss and negotiate 
until consensus on three goals was obtained. Initially working individually prior to 
working with the whole group increases the likelihood that each participant's views are 
considered. Once these three team goals had been decided, the target to strive for in 
practice was established for each experimental condition (i.e., process, performance, 
outcome, and multiple goals). In this respect, participants were provided with feedback 
(e.g., time, skill technique) from the previous practices. Immediate feedback was given to 
participants since research has found that the effectiveness of goal setting is enhanced if 
there is timely feedback (Locke & Latham, 1985; Widmeyer & Ducharme, 1997). 
Following this, the process previously described was repeated. First, each participant 
independently determined a target he/she believed was appropriate and moderately 
difficult. This was based on the individual goal setting literature suggesting that 
moderately difficult goals maximize the effectiveness of the goal setting process and are 
superior to easy and/or difficult goals (Kyllo & Landers, 1995). Then, participants got 
together as a team to discuss and negotiate appropriate target levels for each of the team 
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goals previously chosen. One team member then recorded the goals in a log book (see 
Appendix P) that was provided by the researcher. 
In the second stage, the researcher reminded the participants of the team's goals 
before each practice. Furthermore, teams were encouraged to keep track of their progress 
towards their goals in their log book during practice sessions. In the third stage (i.e., 
sessions 5-8), participants evaluated their commitment levels towards their goals as well 
as how they perceived their goals to be specific and difficult. More specifically, 
participants were required to fill out a manipulation check questionnaire containing the 
goal commitment, goal specificity, and goal difficulty inventories during sessions five 
and seven to ensure that they were setting goals that were appropriate for their respective 
conditions. Furthermore, the primary researcher reviewed and discussed the goals after 
every team meeting. At this time, modifications to the team goals were made by adding 
and removing goals or by changing the target levels when necessary to ensure that goals 
remained moderately difficult and realistic. Thus, conditions for effective goal setting 
were monitored, and adjustments were made if necessary. This type of feedback and goal 
adjustments helped maximize the effectiveness of goal setting (Kyllo & Landers, 1995). 
If alterations to the team goals were required, the procedure described in the first stage 
was repeated. 
During session six, in addition to practicing, participants were required to 
complete the GEQ to assess perceptions of cohesion. Session seven consisted of a 
practice session. Finally, during the eighth and final session of the study, participants 
practiced for 5 minutes and then they completed three trials to determine performance 
levels. Following these trials, participants' perceptions of cohesion were assessed. At this 
time, participants assigned to the experimental conditions were also asked to complete 
the manipulation check questionnaire (i.e., goal commitment inventory, goal specificity, 
and goal difficulty inventories) while participants assigned to the control condition were 
asked to complete the spontaneous goal setting questionnaire. Finally, once the data 
collection had been completed, an e-mail was sent to participants thanking them for their 
participation and a short explanation of the study was provided. 
Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
Prior to running the main analyses, the data were screened and cleaned for 
missing data using data imputation (i.e., case mean substitution) as recommended by 
Raudenbush, Byrk, Cheong, Congdon, and du Toit (2004). Taken together, the four 
dimensions of cohesion had approximately 4% of the data missing, whereas goal 
commitment, specificity, and difficulty had approximately 15%. Also, the data was 
examined to determine if there were any outliers using a scatter plot of standardized 
residuals against fitted values. Several outlying values were identified and replaced by 
the winsorized mean wherein the highest and lowest extreme scores were replaced by the 
next-to-highest value and by the next-to-lowest value (Munro, 2005). Furthermore, 
several assumptions for multilevel modeling were examined and met. That is, level 1 and 
level 2 residuals were independent and normally distributed with a mean of zero (Luke, 
2004). Moreover, a scatter plot of standardized residuals against fitted values for both 
level 1 and 2 showed that the data met the assumptions of normality and linearity and 
there were no problems with heteroscedasticity (Hox, 2002; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
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Descriptive Statistics 
Internal consistency estimates were computed for each of the four dimensions of 
the GEQ at Time 1 (session 4), Time 2 (session 6) and Time 3 (session 8). The 
Cronbach's alpha values for ATG-S, ATG-T, and GI-T were acceptable based on 
Nunally's (1978) recommendation of .70 (ATG-S, Time 1, a = .72, Time 2, a = .76, Time 
3, a = .76; ATG-T, Time 1, a = .74, Time 2, a = .78, Time 3, a = .80; GIT, Time 1, a = 
.91, Time 2, a = .89, Time 3, a = .89). GI-S however, had low internal consistency (GI-S, 
Time 1, a = .55, Time 2, a = .61, Time 3, a = .58); therefore the item was eliminated 
from subsequent analyses. 
In addition, internal consistency estimates were computed for the goal 
commitment, difficulty, and specificity inventories at Time 1 (session 5), and Time 2 
(session 7). The Cronbach's alpha values for the goal commitment inventory were 
acceptable (Time 1, a = .79, Time 2, a = .72). Both the goal difficulty and goal specificity 
inventories were found to have low internal consistency and were eliminated from 
subsequent analyses as a result (goal difficulty, Time 1, a = .61, Time 2, a = .36; goal 
specificity, Time 1, a = .29, Time 2, a = .40). 
A summary of the descriptive statistics for cohesion can be found in Table 1. Of 
note, participants' perceptions of ATG-S in the process goals condition increased slightly 
from Time 1 to Time 2 then decreased to its lowest level at Time 3. Perceptions of ATG-
S in the performance and multiple goals conditions increased from Time 1 to Time 2 then 
decreased slightly from Time 2 to Time 3. As for the outcome goals and control 
conditions, ATG-S rose steadily from Time 1 to Time 3. As for ATG-T, perceptions in 
the process, performance, and outcome goals conditions decreased steadily over the three 
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time periods. Participants' perceptions of ATG-T in the multiple goals condition on the 
other hand increased from Time 1 to Time 2 then decreased to their lowest level at Time 
3. Finally, participants in the control condition experienced slight decreases in ATG-T 
from Time 1 to Time 2 followed by increased perceptions at Time 3. In terms of GI-T, 
perceptions in the process, performance, and multiple goals conditions deceased over the 
three time periods. On the other hand, GI-T in the outcome goals condition increased 
from Time 1 to Time 2 then decreased to its lowest level at Time 3. Lastly, participants' 
perceptions of GI-T in the control condition increased steadily over time. 
A summary of the bivariate correlations among the variables can be found in 
Table 2. Significant Pearson correlation coefficients were found between ATG-S and 
ATG-T (r = .234, p < .05) and for ATG-T and GI-T (r = .775, p < .01) at Time 1. As for 
Time 2, ATG-T was significantly correlated to GI-T (r = .883, p < .01). Finally, ATG-T 
and GI-T were significantly correlated at Time 3 (r = .234, p< .01). Based on these 
values, none of these relationships demonstrated evidence of multicollinearity with 
correlation values lower than .90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 
Main Analysis 
Given that the present study contained repeated measures, these data can be 
viewed as multilevel data, with repeated measures nested within individuals, which in 
turn are nested within conditions (Hox, 2002). As a result, hierarchical linear modeling 
(HLM6) was conducted to determine the effects of time (i.e., baseline, mid-, and post-
test) on individual participants' perceptions of cohesion from each condition (i.e., process 
goals, performance goals, outcome goals, multiple goals, and control group). The 
moderating variables of gender and performance were also included in the analysis as 
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level 1 and level 2 predictors respectively. The level 1 model (i.e., time) specifications for 
each of the three dimensions of cohesion were made as follows: 
Y = TIQ + 7i j * (Time) + E 
Y represents the average perceptions of cohesion across time for individuals in 
conditions; 7tQ represents status of individual at initial time; 7t^  examines change of the 
individual over time; and E is a level 1 random effect. The level 1 parameters, or the 
intercepts and slopes, then became the dependent variables in the level 2 model (i.e., 
individuals). Gender was included in the level 2 model to determine whether the 
variations in cohesion could be explained by examining the effects of gender. Therefore 
the following model was tested at level 2: 
^o = P o o + Poi * ( G e n d e r ) + >*o 
w l = P l O 
7t0 represents the initial perceptions of cohesion for individual; PQQ represents the 
average perceptions of cohesion for condition; PQJ is the relationship between gender and 
an individual's perceptions of cohesion; and rgis the random effect, p JQ examines the 
change between individuals. The following model was tested for level 3 (i.e., team goal 
setting conditions): 
POO = YOOO + ^001 (Performance) + uQQ 
P01=Y010 
Pl0 = Yl00 
PQO symbolizes the average levels of cohesion for condition; JQQQ is the intercept for the 
condition level model; Yooi represents the relationship between Performance and average 
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cohesion for all conditions; WAQ depicts the random effect; Yni Q is the relationship 
between gender and participants perceptions of cohesion across conditions; and the 
relationship between time and participants perceptions of cohesion across conditions is 
denoted by the symbol Yi QQ 
Table 3 lists the results for each of the three dimensions of cohesion. For ATG-S, 
no significant interactions were found for performance. Moreover, participants' 
perceptions of ATG-S did not differ between conditions across time. However, there was 
a significant gender X condition interaction (PQ| = -0.86,p = .019). In other words, 
participants' perceptions of ATG-S differed according to gender and condition. The 
planned comparison post hoc analysis using Tukey-Kramer's procedure showed that 
there were no significant differences between males and females in all four experimental 
team goal setting conditions as well as the control condition. Furthermore, there were no 
significant differences between conditions for females. On the other hand, the post hoc 
revealed significant differences in ATG-S between the process goal (M= 7.14, SD = 
1.58) and the multiple goal setting condition (M= 5.66, SD = 1.15) for males (p < .05). 
Similarly, there were significant differences between the performance goal (M= 7.15, SD 
= 1.24) and the multiple goal condition (M= 5.66, SD = 1.15) on ATG-S for males (p < 
.05). Means and standard deviations of ATG-S for males and females for all five 
conditions are presented in Table 4. 
As for ATG-T, there was no performance interaction found. Furthermore, 
individuals' perceptions of cohesion did not differ according to gender and condition. 
Similarily, participants' perceptions of ATG-T did not differ between conditions across 
time. 
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For GI-T, the pattern of findings was very similar to that observed for ATG-T. 
There was no support for a performance interaction effect on GI-T. The gender and 
condition interaction also failed to emerge as a predictor of average perceptions of 
cohesion. Likewise, participants' perceptions of GI-T did not differ as a function of 
condition or as a function of time. 
Manipulation Check 
Spontaneous goal setting. The majority of participants (63%) assigned to the 
control condition indicated setting specific goals throughout the study. More specifically, 
participants reported setting all three goal types including process (e.g. "complete the task 
without knocking any cups down"), performance (e.g. "go for 2 minutes in the last day of 
cup stacking", and outcome goals (e.g. "achieve the lowest score") with an emphasis 
placed on performance type goals. 
Goal commitment. Participants from all four experimental conditions completed 
the goal commitment inventory twice during the study (i.e., sessions 5, 7). A summary of 
the descriptive statistics for goal commitment can be found in Table 5. In general, goal 
commitment was fairly high. In particular, participants' commitment levels in the process 
goal condition decreased slightly from Time 1 to Time 2, while participants' commitment 
levels in the performance, outcome and multiple goal conditions increased slightly over 
time. However, there were no significant differences in commitment levels between four 
experimental conditions for Time 1 and Time 2. More specifically, regardless of the 
condition participants were committed to their team's goals. 
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Discussion 
The general purpose of this study was to determine whether the implementation of 
a team goal setting intervention program would increase perceptions of cohesion 
compared to a control condition. The specific purpose was to determine what goal type 
(process, performance, outcome, or multiple goals) would have the greatest impact on 
cohesion. Specifically, two hypotheses were advanced for this study. First, it was 
hypothesized that participants in the team goal setting condition would have higher 
perceptions of cohesion than their control counterparts. Second, it was hypothesized that 
participants in the multiple team goal setting condition would have the highest 
perceptions of cohesion followed by the process goal setting condition, followed by the 
performance, and outcome goal setting conditions respectively. 
In general, the results did not support these hypotheses. First, the results showed 
that individuals from all five conditions were similar on all three dimensions of cohesion 
included in the analysis before the implementation of the team goal setting intervention. 
Second, after completing eight team goal setting intervention sessions, individuals from 
the four experimental conditions perceived levels of cohesion to the same extent as those 
individuals in the control condition on all three dimensions. Third, participants' 
perceptions of all three dimensions of cohesion were similar regardless of their 
experimental goal setting condition. Finally, males and females in each of the four 
experimental conditions perceived cohesion to the same extent after completing the team 
goal setting intervention. However, there were significant differences in ATG-S between 
the process goal and the multiple goal conditions as well as the performance goal and 
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multiple goal conditions for male participants. Beyond these findings, a number of 
aspects associated with the results should be highlighted. 
It is worth noting that the current study supported Estabrooks' (2000) suggestion 
concerning the development of groups. More specifically, Estabrooks proposed that an 
individual is first drawn towards a group for task purposes (i.e., ATG-T) followed by the 
development of the group's integration around the task (i.e., GI-T). As the individual 
becomes more efficient at the task, social interactions become more important (i.e., ATG-
S). Finally, as satisfying social interactions within the group intensify, the group 
members become integrated around those interactions (GI-S). That is, the four 
dimensions of cohesion have differential prediction over time and GI-S has been 
identified as one of the last dimensions of cohesion to develop. Given this dimension of 
cohesion was found to possess low internal consistency values in the present study, it 
appears that GI-S was simply not important to the individuals in their newly formed 
group at that particular time. 
The results of the present study contradicted the existing literature suggesting that 
cohesion (e.g., ATG-S) is more important for females than males (Carron, Colman et al., 
2002). In particular, results from the current study indicated that there were no 
significant differences in all three dimensions of cohesion between males and females. 
Interestingly, males in the process goal and performance goal conditions held 
significantly higher perceptions of ATG-S than males assigned to the multiple goal 
setting conditions. Thus, it appears to be especially important for coaches and sport 
psychology consultants to enhance ATG-S by having male athletes set team process and 
performance goals. 
28 
The overall findings of the current study contradicted the results of previous 
research suggesting that team goal setting will enhance perceptions of cohesion. 
Specifically, it was surprising that none of the four team goal setting experimental 
conditions differed in relation to the control condition. However, this finding might be 
explained by the fact that 63% of participants assigned to the control condition reported 
setting specific goals for their team. In contrast, Senecal et al. (2008) indicated that 
participants assigned to the control condition in their study reported not engaging in any 
systematic team building interventions including team goal setting. This point becomes 
that much more salient considering that Senecal et al. found participants in the team goal 
setting condition did not increase their perceptions of cohesion but participants in the 
control condition reported a decline in cohesion. 
Moreover, the findings in the present study were consistent with the results of 
Bloom and Stevens (2002) who found that participants' perceptions of cohesion remained 
stable following the implementation of a team building intervention. However, without 
the use of a control group to serve as a comparison, Bloom and Stevens determined that 
the intervention was not effective in enhancing perceptions of cohesion. Although one of 
the strengths of the present study included the incorporation of a control group, the fact 
that the participants in the condition reported using goal setting appears to indicate that 
goal setting is an effective technique for maintaining perceptions of cohesion. 
Nonetheless, this confirms the importance of including equivalent control groups 
(Brawley & Paskevich, 1997) and the necessity of assessing spontaneous goal setting in 
the control group (Locke, 1994) when conducting team goal setting research. 
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The results of the current study also suggested that the intervention program was 
not effective in contributing to differences in cohesion in relation to the various goal 
types. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that although the findings of the present study did 
not support Filby et al.'s (1999) contention that setting multiple types of goals is superior 
to setting any single type of goal (i.e., process, performance, outcome), their results were 
based on individual goal setting. Hence, it is possible that the findings of the present 
study can be attributed to underlying mechanisms that are unique to team goal setting 
(Weldon & Weingart, 1988). One potential mechanism could be increased group 
planning and strategy development through setting the same amount of process or 
performance goals as oppose to setting all types of goals, including outcome goals which 
may require less team communication to establish. Thus, future research may wish to 
identify and build on the mechanisms influencing the various types of team goals. 
The results of the present study may also be explained by numerous 
methodological limitations. First, it is unknown if participants from all four of the 
experimental team goal setting conditions engaged in the spontaneous setting of different 
goal types over the course of the study. Thus, it is recommended that when assessing goal 
type, investigators assess whether and to what extent participants in the experimental 
conditions engaged in spontaneous goal setting in addition to assessing spontaneous goal 
setting in the control condition as recommended by Locke (1994). 
Second, the duration of the current study lasted a total of eight sessions. However, 
as pointed out by Buller (1988), the length of the intervention could have been too short 
for any long-term benefits of the team building program to develop. More specifically, 
Brawley and Paskevich (1997) noted that team building interventions in sport generally 
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require a minimum of a season to determine whether there were any meaningful changes. 
Therefore, it is recommended that future research assess the effectiveness of a team goal 
setting intervention on perceptions of cohesion over a longer period of time. 
Third, the present study used an experimental design. While this approach 
eliminated the influence of confounding variables (Cozby, 1997; Stevens & Bloom, 
2003), it did not account for real groups having a significantly stronger cohesion-
performance relationship than artificially created groups (Mullen & Copper, 1994). 
Consequently, results of the current study may not be generalizable to real sports teams. 
Future research may benefit from assessing the effectiveness of a team goal setting 
program on cohesion using established sports teams. 
Fourth, on average male and female participants reported similar levels of ATG-S 
compared to the normative data available for the GEQ (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 
2002). However, participants reported much lower levels of ATG-T and GI-T compared 
to the normative data. Thus, although participants reported being committed to their goals 
(M= 4.03 out of 5) it seems probable that the findings were influenced by the nature of 
the task. More specifically, athletes in the Filby et al. (1999) study performed a dynamic 
soccer task and participants in Linnenbrink's (2005) organizational study performed the 
complex task of completing a series of mathematical tests, while in contrast participants 
in the current study performed the relatively simple task of doubles cup stacking. 
Therefore, participants may not have been committed to the task selected for the current 
study. As a result, researcher may profit from using more dynamic and complex tasks 
(e.g., basketball, soccer) to evaluate the effectiveness of team goal setting types on 
cohesion. 
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Finally, in an effort to overcome previous research design limitations, goal 
commitment, goal difficulty, and goal specificity were assessed in the team goal setting 
conditions. In particular, Kyllo and Landers (1995) found that the aforementioned 
variables are moderators in the goal setting-performance relationship and thus should be 
evaluated when conducting goal setting research. However, Winters and Latham's 
(1996) goal difficulty and specificity inventories had low internal consistency values in 
the current study. Furthermore, these inventories have yet to be validated in a sport 
setting. As a result, future research may profit from refining and pilot testing Winters and 
Latham's goal difficulty and specificity inventories. Once this process has taken place, 
investigators will have the opportunity to assess the effects of these variables in the 
sporting context. 
Interest in evaluating the effectiveness of team goal setting programs has received 
increased attention in sport psychology research. The present study added to the existing 
research evaluating the effectiveness of team goal setting interventions on cohesion. 
Furthermore, the current study examined the influence of various goal types on 
perceptions of cohesion. Support for the effectiveness of the intervention in a laboratory 
setting was not found, although the findings of the current study highlighted the findings 
of previous research in terms of the model of group development. Unexpectedly, it was 
also found that process and performance goals may be beneficial for male athletes for 
enhancing ATG-S. Future research is warranted to replicate and build on the above 
findings. 
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Table 1 
Means and Standard Deviations of Cohesion for the Process Goals, Performance Goals, 
Outcome Goals, Multiple Goals, and Control Conditions at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3 
Process Performance Outcome Multiple Control 
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M (SD) M (SD) 
Time 1 
ATG-Sa 6.60(1.13) 6.56(1.25) 6.08(1.31) 5.75(1.27) 6.24(1.29) 
ATG-Ta 4.21(1.73) 3.92(1.96) 2.95(1.59) 3.39(2.12) 3.37(1.47) 
GI-Ta 3.19(1.71) 3.35(1.77) 2.61(1.16) 3.30(2.11) 2.81(1.58) 
Time 2 
ATG-Sa 6.92(1.23) 7.22(1.22) 6.43(1.47) 6.18(1.51) 6.32(1.63) 
ATG-Ta 3.27(1.73) 3.59(2.38) 2.83(1.59) 3.53(2.07) 3.34(1.51) 
GI-Ta 2.89(1.72) 2.95(1.77) 2.65(1.65) 3.05(1.82) 3.02(1.39) 
Time 3 
ATG-Sa 6.48(1.81) 6.89(1.56) 6.70(1.38) 5.78(1.23) 6.35(1.64) 
ATG-Ta 3.11(1.72) 2.41(1.29) 2.65(1.85) 3.28(2.07) 3.71(2.13) 
GI-Ta 2.83(1.62) 2.23(1.34) 2.58(1.49) 2.67(1.75) 3.06(1.75) 
Note: ATG-S = individual attractions to the group-social; ATG-T = individual attractions 
to the group-task; GI-T = group integration-task. 
a
 Assessed on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 to 9; higher scores indicate higher 
perceptions of cohesion. 
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Table 2 
Bivariate Correlations between the Dimensions of Cohesion at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 
3 
1 2 3 
Time 1 
l.ATG-S - .234* .118 
2. ATG-T - .775** 
3. GI-T 
Time 2 
l.ATG-S - .106 .163 
2. ATG-T - .883** 
3. GI-T 
Time 3 
l.ATG-S - .095 .061 
2. ATG-T - .820** 
3. GI-T 
Note: ATG-S = individual attractions to the group-social; ATG-T = individual attractions 
to the group-task; GI-T = group integration-task. 
* Correlation significant at the .05 level. 
** Correlation significant at the .01 level. 
Table 3 
Hierarchical Model of Group Cohesion 
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ATG-S 
Fixed Effect Coefficients 
6.82 
-6.77 
-0.86 
-0.02 
SE 
0.39 
3.68 
0.35 
0.15 
r-ratio 
17 57*** 
1.84 
2.49* 
0.17 
Time 7IQ X Subject PQQ X Condition YQQQ 
x Performance YQQI 
Gender pgi x Condition YQJQ 
T i m e ^ x Subject P^Q X Condition Yinn 
Random Effect Variance df 
Component 
X2 
Time r0 
Level 1 E 
0.48 
1.23 
26 62.46 **# 
Time/Subject w. 00 0.00 1.54 
ATG-T 
Fixed Effect Coefficients 
3.08 
2.62 
0.19 
0.09 
SE 
0.49 
4.98 
0.47 
0.17 
t-vatio 
6.29*** 
0.53 
.401 
0.49 
Time JIQ X Subject PQQ X Condition YQQQ 
x Performance Ynni 
Gender PQ 1 x Condit ion YQ I A 
Time 7tj x Subject PJQ x Condition Y^QQ 
Random Effect Variance df X2 
Component 
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Time TQ 
Level 1 E 
Time/Subject «QQ 
Fixed Effect 
Time TCQ X Subject PQQ X Condition YQOQ 
x Performance YQQI 
Gender PQJ X Condition YQIQ 
Time7ij x Subject PJQ X Condition YIQQ 
Random Effect 
Time rg 
Level 1 E 
Time/Subject UQQ 
1.08 26 80.64*** 
1.34 
0.02 2 2.02 
GI-T 
Coefficients SE ^-ratio 
2.62 0.44 5.93*** 
1.31 4.85 0.27 
0.16 0.46 0.35 
0.11 0.14 0.80 
Variance df X2 
Component 
L09 26 118.64*** 
1.11 
0.01 2 0.57 
*/?<.05; **/?<. 01; *** p < . 001 
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Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations ofATG-Sfor Males and Females for the Process Goals, 
Performance Goals, Outcome Goals, Multiple Goals, and Control Conditions 
Condition N M SD 
Male 
Process 7 7.14 1.58 
Performance 11 7.15 1.24 
Outcome 10 6.37 1.43 
Multiple 10 5.66 1.15 
Control 9 6.74 1.01 
Female 
Process 14 6.43 .92 
Performance 11 6.64 1.20 
Outcome 12 6.43 .88 
Multiple 12 6.11 1.09 
Control 10 5.89 1.26 
Note: ATG-S = individual attractions to the group-social 
Assessed on a 9-point scale ranging from 1 to 9. 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations of Goal Commitment for Process Goals, Performance 
Goals, Outcome Goals, Multiple Goals, and Control Conditions at Time 1 and Time 2 
Process Performance Outcome Multiple 
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M (SD) 
Time 1 
Commitment3 3.51 (.80) 3.89 (.72) 4.08 (.77) 4.08 (.77) 
Time 2 
Commitment3 3.49 (.59) 3.95 (.63) 4.20 (.56) 4.41 (.43) 
Assessed on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 to 5. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The present thesis was designed to examine the influence of group goal type on 
cohesion. That is, the general purpose of the present study was to determine whether the 
implementation of a team goal setting intervention program would increase perceptions 
of cohesion compared to a control condition receiving no treatment over a 6 week period. 
More specifically, the purpose was to determine what type of group goal setting condition 
would have the greatest impact on cohesion. Consequently, the review of the literature 
will be divided into three sections: (a) cohesion), (b) team building, and (c) team goal 
setting. 
Cohesion 
This section of the thesis will review the literature pertaining to cohesion. First, 
the construct of cohesion will be defined. Second, a review of the consequences of 
cohesion will be discussed. Third, a conceptual model of cohesion along with the 
measurement of cohesion will be presented. Fourth, Carron's (1982) conceptual 
framework for the study of cohesion will be explained. Lastly, literature regarding the 
cohesion-performance relationship will be presented. 
Defining Cohesion 
It has been suggested that cohesion is the most important small group variable 
(Golembiewski, 1962; Lott & Lott, 1965). Thus, it is not surprising that when groups 
have been the focus, cohesion has been a paramount topic of interest in disciplines such 
as sociology, social psychology, counseling psychology, military psychology, 
organizational psychology, educational psychology, and more recently sport psychology. 
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Consequently, it is not surprising that researchers in these disciplines have attempted to 
define and operationalize the construct of cohesion. One of the earliest definitions of 
cohesion was advanced by Festinger, Schachter, and Black (1950) who, after studying 
group dynamics in a student housing community at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, viewed cohesiveness as "the total field of forces that act on members to 
remain in the group" (p. 164). Gross and Martin (1952) argued that the Festinger et al. 
definition emphasized individual perceptions and failed to consider the importance of the 
group as a totality. As a result, Gross and Martin defined cohesion as "the resistance of a 
group to disruptive forces" (p. 553). However, it was noted that both the Festinger et al., 
and the Gross and Martin definitions were impossible to operationalize and led to 
numerous inconsistencies in research findings (Mudrack, 1989). In order to improve upon 
some of the limitations of Festinger et al. and Gross and Martin's definitions, Libo (1953) 
defined cohesiveness as simply attraction to the group. While Libo's definition was easy 
to operationalize, it focused exclusively on individuals at the expense of the group 
(Mudrack). That is, the operationalization of cohesion did not measure both individual 
and group level perceptions of cohesion. 
It should be noted that all of these earlier definitions of cohesion viewed cohesion 
as a unidimensional construct, focusing on either the individual or group orientation of 
cohesion (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998). Furthermore, the earlier unidimensional 
definitions of cohesion failed to distinguish between the task and social concerns of 
groups and their members (Mikalachki, 1969). Consequently, Carron, (1982) argued that 
a multidimensional definition of cohesion was needed that incorporated both the 
group/individual orientation and task/social orientation. Carron defined cohesion as "a 
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dynamic process which is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and 
remain united in the pursuit of its goals and objectives" (p. 259). This definition was later 
revised by Carron, Brawley, and Widmeyer (1998) to include an affective dimension: "a 
dynamic process that is reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain 
united in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member 
affective needs" (p. 213). The Carron et al. (1998) definition of cohesion is the most 
widely used and accepted definition of cohesion (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). 
Characteristics of Cohesion 
The definition put forward by Carron et al. (1998) highlighted four important 
characteristics in understanding the nature of cohesion. The first characteristic was that 
cohesion be viewed as a multidimensional construct. That is, there are various factors 
influencing why groups sticks together and remain united. In addition, the factors 
influencing one group to stick together may be different for another otherwise similar 
group (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Thus, the multidimensional nature of cohesion did not 
entail that every dimension will be equally present in all groups (Carron & Brawley, 
2000). For instance, a team may be highly socially cohesive in that team members like 
each other, however they may not be united in how to reach their task objectives by 
having a number of team members placing a priority on individual goals instead of team 
goals. In contrast, another team may be in open conflict from a social perspective but 
very cohesive on task objectives. 
The second characteristic of cohesion is reflected by its dynamic nature. 
According to Carron et al. (1998), the cohesion present in a group can change over time 
so that factors contributing to cohesion early in the group's formation may not remain the 
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same when a group is well developed. For example, when a team initially forms, task 
unity (e.g., sharing similar team goals) may play a fundamental role, but after the team 
works together for a certain amount of time, social unity may be a primary importance 
(e.g., socializing with team members outside of practice time). 
The third characteristic of cohesion highlights its instrumental nature. Indeed, all 
groups form for a reason (Carron et al., 1998). Intuitively, sports teams as well as other 
types of groups, form for task-oriented reasons (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Even groups 
that form for purely social reasons have an instrumental basis for their formation (Carron 
et al., 1998). Thus, for instance, a basketball team that forms for the purpose of 
developing friendships is cohering for the instrumental reason of needing to belong on a 
social level. 
The fourth characteristic of cohesion implies that it has an affective component. It 
was noted by Carron and Brawley (2000) that bonding is satisfying to group members 
whether it is for task or social reasons. Furthermore, it was noted by Baumeister and 
Leary (1995) that bonding is related to positive affect such as a group member's feelings 
of enjoyment, whereas feelings of exclusion may lead to negative feelings such as 
depression or anger. Furthermore, it was suggested that belonging to a group fulfills a 
basic human need (Baumeister & Leary). 
Conceptual Model of Cohesion 
Based on Carrons' (Carron, 1982) definition of cohesion, Carron, Widmeyer, and 
Brawley (1985) proposed a conceptual model of cohesion (see Figure 1), which evolved 
using three fundamental assumptions from group dynamics theory. The first assumption 
was based on research in Social Cognition Theory suggesting that cohesion can be 
50 
assessed through the perceptions of individual group members (Carron et al., 1998). That 
is, group members interact with one another and experience various social situations 
together, leading individual group members to develop certain beliefs about the group, 
which are then integrated into perceptions regarding the group. Therefore, an individual 
group member's perceptions concerning the group are a reasonable estimate of numerous 
group unity characteristics, permitting social cognitions regarding cohesion to be 
measured (Carron et al , 1998). 
The second assumption concerned the need to distinguish between the group and 
the individual. Thus, the social cognitions that each individual group member holds about 
the cohesiveness of the group are related to the group as a totality, and to what degree the 
group satisfies personal needs and objectives (Carron et al , 1998). These social 
cognitions were labeled group integration and individual attractions to the group (Carron 
et al., 1985). On the one hand, group integration reflects an individual's perceptions 
about the closeness, similarity, and bonding within the group as a whole, and the degree 
of unification of the group (Carron et al., 1998). On the other hand, individual attractions 
to the group reflects an individual's perceptions about personal motivations acting to 
retain the individual in the group, and the individual's personal feelings about the group 
(Carron et al, 1998). 
The third assumption distinguished between task- and social-oriented concerns of 
the group and its members (Brawley, Carron, & Widmeyer, 1987). The task orientation 
represented a general orientation or motivation towards achieving the group's goals 
(Carron et al., 1998). Conversely, the social orientation represented a general orientation 
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or motivation toward developing and maintaining social relationships and activities 
within the group (Carron et al., 1985). 
Based on these three assumptions, Carron et al. (1985) proposed a conceptual 
model of cohesion whereby the combination of the individual-group and task-social 
components resulted in a four dimension conceptual model. The multidimensional model 
of cohesion is represented by the following four dimensions: individual attractions to the 
group-task (ATG-T), individual attractions to the group-social (ATG-S), group 
integration-task (GI-T), and group integration-social (GI-S). ATG-T is defined as the 
attractiveness of the group's task, productivity, and goals for the individual personally. 
ATG-S is viewed as each group member's feelings about his or her personal acceptance, 
and social interaction with the group. GI-T represents an individual's perceptions of the 
similarity, closeness, and bonding within the group as a whole around the group's task. 
Finally, GI-S refers to an individual's perceptions about the similarity, closeness, and 
bonding within the group as a whole as a social unit (Carron et al., 1998). 
Measurement of Cohesion: The Group Environment Questionnaire 
Using the conceptual model of cohesion as a basis, Carron et al. (1985) developed 
a measure of cohesion that incorporated the four dimensions (i.e., ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-T, 
GI-S). The result was the development of the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ), 
an 18-item inventory that assesses the four dimensions of cohesion. Specifically, the 
ATG-T scale consists of four items and an example item is: "I am unhappy with my 
team's level of desire to win". The ATG-S scale consists of five items and an example 
item is: "Some of my best friends are on this team". The GI-T scale comprises five items 
and an example item is: "Our team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance". 
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Lastly, the GI-S scale comprises four items and an example item is: "Members of our 
team would rather go out on their own than get together as a team". All items are 
measured on a 9-point Likert scale anchored at the extremes of 1 {strongly disagree) to 9 
{strongly agree). Out of the 18 items, 12 are negatively worded and need to be reversed 
scored; hence higher scores represent stronger perceptions of cohesion. 
Since the development of the GEQ, several studies have been undertaken to 
examine its psychometric properties. Research has shown that the GEQ possesses 
adequate internal consistency (e.g., Carron et al., 1985), and shows content (e.g., Carron 
et al., 1985), concurrent (e.g., Brawley et al., 1987), predictive (e.g., Spink & Carron, 
1992), and factorial validity (e.g., Carron et al, 1985; Li & Harmer, 1996). 
Since the development of the GEQ, numerous researchers have focused on 
examining the factors that contribute to cohesion as well as the consequences associated 
with cohesion. For instance, researchers have examined antecedents such as leadership 
(e.g., Westre & Weiss, 1991), group norms (e.g., Patterson, Carron, & Loughead, 2005), 
role ambiguity (e.g., Eys & Carron, 2001), group size (e.g., Widmeyer, Brawley, & 
Carron, 1990), mood (e.g., Terry, Carron, Pink, Lane, Jones, & Hall, 2000), anxiety (e.g., 
Prapavessis, Carron, & Spink, 1996), and performance (e.g., Carron, Colman, Wheeler, 
& Stevens, 2002). In regards to the consequences of cohesion, researchers have 
extensively examined the influence of cohesion on performance. Given the importance of 
optimally functioning sports teams and since it is believed that greater cohesion is related 
to improved performance (Loughead & Hardy, 2006), it is not surprising that researchers 
have extensively examined the cohesion-performance relationship. 
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Cohesion and Performance 
Despite the apparent importance of the cohesion-performance relationship in 
sport, research findings have been equivocal with some researchers finding a positive 
(e.g., Carron, Bray, & Eys, 2002; Tziner, Nicola, & Rizac, 2003; Widmeyer & Williams, 
1991), negative (e.g., Landers & Luschen, 1974), or no relationship (Davids & Nutter, 
1988). For instance, Carron, Bray, and Eys (2002) examined the relationship between 
task cohesiveness and team success measured by total winning percentage, in elite level 
basketball and soccer teams. The results indicated a strong relationship (r =.55-.67) 
between cohesion and success (i.e., performance). As such, it was recommended that 
coaches and sport psychologists would benefit from developing effective team building 
strategies in order to enhance team cohesion. However, the results of the current study 
were limited to task cohesion, thus the authors suggested the need for future research 
focusing on social cohesion. In fact, Tziner et al. found a significant correlation (r = .27) 
between social cohesion and winning outcome, indicating a link between social cohesion 
and performance. In contrast, some research has found a negative or no relationship 
between cohesion and performance. For example, Landers and Luschen found that 
successful intramural league bowling teams experienced lower levels of cohesion than 
teams with a losing record. Furthermore, Davids and Nutter investigated the relationship 
between team cohesion and performance in elite level volleyball teams. Results indicated 
that no difference in performance between teams with varying levels of cohesion at the 
end of the season. 
Given these equivocal findings, a more systematic and objective technique has 
been advocated to summarize research findings (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). Fortunately, 
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the development and refinement of the meta-analyses technique provides powerful 
advantages of statistically summarizing large bodies of research (Carron, Bray, & Eys, 
2002). To date, there have been two comprehensive meta-analyses on the cohesion-
performance relationship. 
The first meta-analysis examining the cohesion-performance relationship was 
conducted by Mullen and Copper (1994) using 49 correlational and experimental studies 
from various sub-disciplines in psychology (e.g., industrial, military, social, and sport). 
Overall, the results revealed a significant but small (ZFiSher= 0.25, r = .25) effect. Even 
though the meta-analysis conducted by Mullen and Copper provided insight into the 
cohesion-performance relationship, Carron, Colman, Wheeler, and Stevens (2002) 
suggested that the results relating to sport could be questioned for various reasons. 
According to Carron, Colman et al. (2002), one of the reasons why the results by 
Mullen and Copper (1994) are limiting to sport is related to the number of sports studies 
that were sampled (JV= 8). As a consequence, the findings regarding the cohesion-
performance relationship and the influence of moderating variables might not be valid for 
sport settings (Carron, Colman et al., 2002). 
In order to overcome the shortcomings of Mullen and Copper (1994), Carron, 
Colman et al. (2002) conducted a meta-analysis focusing on research examining the 
cohesion-performance relationship in sport. A total of 46 studies were obtained for 
analysis, containing 9,988 athletes and 1,044 teams. The overall analysis revealed a 
significant moderate to large (ES - .66) relationship between cohesion and performance. 
A secondary purpose of the meta-analysis was to examine the influence of potential 
moderator variables. More specifically, the study also investigated the influence of 
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cohesion type (i.e., task or social), sport type (coactive or interactive), gender, 
skill/experience level of the individual, as well as the direction of the cohesion-
performance relationship. 
When examining the influence of cohesion type on the cohesion-performance 
relationship, Carron, Colman et al. (2002) found that both task and social cohesion were 
related to successful performance in team sports. Although, social cohesion revealed a 
stronger relationship to performance (ES = .70) than task cohesion (ES = .61), the 
difference was not statistically significant. Thus, both dimensions of cohesion are 
important for enhancing performance. In terms of sport type, the results indicated that the 
cohesion-performance relationship was slightly stronger in coactive sports (ES =.71), 
such as wrestling, than in interactive sports (ES = .66), like hockey. However, the 
difference was not statistically significant. Thus, sport type did not moderate the 
cohesion-performance relationship. When gender was examined as a moderator, a large 
cohesion-performance effect was found for females (ES = .95), and only a moderate 
relationship was present for males (ES = .56). Furthermore, the difference between 
gender was statistically significant. The authors suggested that perhaps women are more 
emotional than men. The meta-analysis also examined the skill/experience level of the 
competitors. It was found that there were differences in the magnitude of the cohesion-
performance relationship across the various levels of competition from high school to 
professional levels. However, these differences were not statistically significant. Thus, it 
was concluded that skill/experience level was not a moderator in the cohesion-
performance relationship. Finally, analyses were undertaken to examine the direction of 
the cohesion-performance relationship. Results indicated that no differences existed when 
56 
examining task and social cohesion as a cause of (ES = .57) or a result of (ES = .69) 
successful performance. Thus, both task and social cohesion contribute to enhanced 
performance and, similarly, enhanced performance contributes to higher levels of task 
and social cohesion, resulting in a circular relationship. Given the importance of the 
cohesion-performance relationship, it is not surprising that attempts have been made to 
enhance cohesion and ultimately performance through a process known as team building. 
Team Building 
This section of the thesis will review the literature pertaining to team building. 
First, the construct of team building will be defined. Second, empirical research regarding 
team building and cohesion will be examined. 
Team Building Defined 
Hardy and Crace (1997) defined team building as "a team intervention that 
enhances team performance by positively effecting team processes or team synergy" (p. 
4). Similarly, Widmeyer and Ducharme (1997) described team building as the process of 
attempting to enhance a team's maintenance (cohesion) and locomotion (performance). 
Also, Stevens (2002) defined team building as "the deliberate process of facilitating the 
development of an effective and close group" (p. 307). Although researchers have 
defined team building in different ways, the above mentioned definitions have a good 
deal in common. That is, the definitions place an emphasis on enhanced performance and 
increased perceptions of cohesion (Loughead & Hardy, 2006). 
Given that one of the goals of team building is to enhance cohesion, Carron and 
Spink (1993) conceptualized a team building model that can be used as a basis for 
enhancing cohesion. The linear conceptual model consists of inputs, throughputs, and 
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outputs (see Figure 2). The group's structure and the group's environment were the two 
broad categories identified as inputs in the model. In terms of the group's environment, 
Carron and Spink pointed out that when features related to the group's immediate 
physical environment and/or the appearance of the actual group members are distinctive, 
members develop a stronger sense of "we", distinguish themselves from nongroup 
members (i.e., "they") more often, and ultimately develop stronger perceptions of 
cohesion (Carron & Spink). An example method used for creating distinctiveness would 
be to provide the group with a team name or t-shirt. Two factors were identified under the 
group structure category: group norms, which reflect what the team considers to be 
acceptable individual behavior (Carron & Hausenblas, 1998), and individual positions in 
the group. It was noted that as groups develop norms, the group's structure becomes more 
stable which contributes to mutual interdependence, conformity, and ultimately leads to 
greater cohesion (Carron & Spink). For instance, the norm of honoring honest play leads 
to stability within the group's structure. As for the group processes category, it was noted 
that individual sacrifices such as team goals are important for team building because 
when members make sacrifices for their group, their commitment to the group increases 
and cohesiveness is enhanced (Carron & Spink). Finally, all four dimensions of cohesion 
(ATG-T, ATG-S, GI-T, and GI-S) were considered as the output. 
Team Building Research 
Despite the importance of enhancing cohesion through team building, research 
from this body of knowledge has yielded equivocal results. Some studies have found a 
positive team building-cohesion relationship (e.g., Carron & Spink, 1993; Stevens & 
Bloom, 2003; Voight & Callaghan, 2001) while others have found no changes in 
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perceptions of cohesion (e.g., Bloom & Stevens, 2002; Prapavessis et al., 1996) following 
a team building intervention program. For instance, Carron and Spink implemented a 
team building intervention in university aerobics classes to determine if cohesion could 
be enhanced. Specifically, university aerobics classes were randomly assigned to either a 
team building condition or a control condition (i.e., regular exercise classes) for a 13-
week period. Results showed that that the team building and control conditions could be 
differentiated on the basis of their perceptions of cohesion (x2(l) = 12.39,/? < .001). In 
particular, exercisers in the team building program focusing on individual positions in the 
group, group norms, sacrifices, distinctiveness, and communication perceived higher 
levels of ATG-T than participants in the control condition. Similarly, Stevens and Bloom 
implemented a team building program with female NCAA division 1 softball teams. The 
purpose of the study was to determine if the team building program consisting of role 
behavior, social support, team leadership, social interaction, and clarification of team 
goals held higher perceptions of cohesion than a control condition by the end of the 
season. Results indicated that athletes in the team building condition reported 
significantly higher levels of both task and social cohesion following the intervention 
compared to the control condition. 
In contrast, Prapavessis et al. (1996) conducted a study where coaches were 
randomly assigned to an intervention, an attention-placebo, or a control condition. 
Coaches in the intervention condition attended a team building workshop where they 
were provided with the benefits of team building, such as enhanced team cohesion. 
Coaches were also presented with factors that contribute to team cohesiveness including 
role clarity, role acceptance, leadership, norms, togetherness, distinctiveness, individual 
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sacrifices, goals, and cooperation. The coaches were then asked to develop and 
implement strategies with their teams. Perceptions of cohesion were assessed at three 
different times throughout the season, but no differences were found. Bloom and Stevens 
(2002) carried out a study on one equestrian team to examine whether the implementation 
of a team building mental skills training program that included the development of 
leadership, norms, communication, coping with team selection for competition, and 
preparing for competition, would enhance perceptions of cohesion. Results revealed no 
significant differences in perceptions of cohesion between pre- and post-intervention 
scores. 
Several explanations for the equivocal findings have been advanced. One reason 
why team building interventions have failed to enhance cohesion could be the result of 
the research design. More specifically, some studies such as Bloom and Steven's (2002) 
found no increase in perceptions of cohesion after implementing a team building 
intervention. However, an alternative explanation could be that while cohesion was not 
enhanced, perhaps it was maintained throughout the season. The idea of maintaining 
cohesion levels throughout the season would be consistent with recent findings. Senecal, 
Loughead, and Bloom (2008) conducted a season long team building intervention 
program using team goal setting with female high school basketball teams. The authors 
randomly assigned teams to either a team goal setting condition or a control condition. 
Results revealed that levels of cohesion for athletes in the team goal setting condition 
remained stable, while athletes' perceptions of cohesion in the control condition 
decreased over the season. Without the use of a control group, Senecal et al. could have 
concluded that the team building intervention had no influence on cohesion. 
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Another explanation that may have influenced the results of previous team 
building research is the individual in charge of implementing the team building program. 
For example, Prapavessis et al. (1996) used an indirect approach where the coach was 
responsible for implementing the team building intervention strategies. Eitington (1989) 
suggested that not all team leaders (e.g., the coach) will be successful as the agent of 
change in a team building intervention. More specifically, coaches may lack motivation, 
patience, commitment, and the know-how to successfully introduce and facilitate the 
team building intervention (Brawley & Paskevich, 1997). 
An additional reason influencing the equivocal findings of team building 
interventions could be due to the duration of the study. Numerous researchers (e.g., 
Pargman & De Jesus, 1987) have assessed the effects of team building on perceptions of 
cohesion over a relatively short-term period. For instance, Pargman and De Jesus 
evaluated the effect of a team building intervention using team goal setting on cohesion 
over the course of a round robin tournament lasting less than a week on male high school 
intramural basketball teams. However, it has been noted that the assessment of any team 
building intervention in sport should require a minimum of a season for any meaningful, 
enduring changes to be validly assessed (Brawley & Paskevich, 1997). 
Another explanation influencing the results of the team building interventions 
could be the use of multiple team building strategies. Several researchers (e.g., Bloom & 
Stevens, 2002; Carron & Spink, 1993; Prapavessis et al., 1996; Spink & Carron, 1993; 
Stevens & Bloom, 2003) have often implemented concurrently multiple intervention 
strategies designed to enhance cohesion such as team goal setting, team leadership, team 
communication, clarification of roles, and social support. Given that the interventions 
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strategies were implemented concurrently, the relative contribution of any one strategy 
could not be determined. Therefore, it has been suggested that future research evaluate 
the effectiveness of one intervention tool (Stevens & Bloom). While there are several 
intervention strategies that can be used to enhance cohesion, participants in the Stevens 
and Bloom study indicated that team goal setting was the most effective team building 
strategy to improve perceptions of cohesion; therefore the following section will be 
dedicated to reviewing the literature on team goal setting. 
Team Goal Setting 
Defining Team Goal Setting 
The uniqueness of team goals and their independence from individual goals has 
been highlighted by Mills (1984) who defined team goals as shared perceptions that refer 
to a desirable state for the group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal 
goals of individual team members. Similarly, Johnson and Johnson (1987) defined team 
goals as "a future state of affairs desired by enough members of a group to motivate the 
group to work toward its achievement" (p. 132). 
Team versus Individual Goal Setting 
Research focusing on individual goal setting has provided considerable evidence 
that it contributes to enhanced group performance (e.g., Kyllo & Landers, 1995). 
However, very little research has examined whether teams are better served by individual 
goals for all members or team goals for the collective (Eys, Patterson, Loughead, & 
Carron, 2006). The research evidence that is available, from two laboratory studies 
(Matsui, Kakuyama, & Onglatco, 1987; Mitchell & Silver, 1990), and a field bowling 
study (Johnson, Ostrow, Perna, & Etzel, 1997) demonstrated that team goals are superior 
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to individual goals for team outcomes. Matsui et al. had undergraduate students work on 
an additive problem solving task in a laboratory setting in order to determine whether 
team goal setting or individual goal setting had the greatest impact on performance 
measured as the number of correct additions. Specifically, participants were asked to 
perform a sudoku-type task. The number of correct scores was recorded. Participants 
were randomly assigned to either a team goal setting or an individual goal setting 
condition. Results indicated that the performance mean was significantly higher for the 
team goal condition than for the individual goal condition. That is, team goal setting led 
to better performance than did individual goal setting. Likewise, Mitchell and Silver 
conducted a study examining the effects of individual and group goals on the 
performance of participants working on an interdependent wooden block tower building 
task. Subjects were randomly assigned to one of four goal setting conditions: individual 
goal, group goal, individual plus group goal, and no specific goal. Results showed that 
the group goal, individual plus group goal and the no specific goal conditions performed 
equally well on the task measured by number of falling blocks. However, all three of 
these conditions performed significantly better on the task than the individual goal setting 
condition. In addition, Johnson et al. examined the effects of different goal setting 
conditions including individual, team, or "do your best" on bowling performance. 
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three goal setting conditions. Bowling 
performance was measured by the average number of pins knocked down per game. It 
was found that bowling performance significantly increased in the team goal setting 
condition, whereas no significant increases in performance were recorded for the 
individual or "do your best" conditions. Although the majority of the research has 
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examined either team or individual goal setting, several types of goal interactions that 
occur in a team setting have been identified. 
Types of Goals on Teams 
Zander (1971) suggested that there are four types of goals that exist at the group 
level: an individual member's goals for self, an individual member's goals for the group, 
the group's goal for the group, and the group's goal for individual members. In order to 
examine Zander's four-dimensional framework of goals in sport, Dawson, Bray, and 
Widmeyer (2002) examined the goal setting practices of various university team sport 
athletes using a combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Results 
revealed that all four types of goals identified by Zander were present in the sport teams. 
As noted by Widmeyer and Ducharme (1997), there needs to be a great deal more of 
group research done in both the laboratory and field settings that focus on the various 
group goal setting interactions identified by Zander along with its relationship to 
cohesion. However, to maximize the effectiveness of these goal setting interactions, 
certain generalizations need to be considered (Eys et al., 2006). 
Conditions for Effective Group Goal Setting 
Although no research has examined the conditions for effective goal setting at the 
group level, there is a large body of literature that has focused on individual goal setting 
(e.g., Kyllo & Landers, 1995; Matsui et al., 1987; Mesch, Farh, & Podsakoff, 1994). In 
their seminal work, Kyllo and Landers performed a meta-analysis investigating the 
effects of goal setting participation, acceptance, difficulty, specificity, proximity, 
publicity, and research design characteristics on performance. 
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Overall, results of the meta-analysis demonstrated that goal setting in sport leads 
to significant improvements in performance (ES = .34). In terms of goal participation, it 
was shown that goal setting could be maximized by allowing individuals to participate in 
the goal setting process (ES = .62). Specifically, it was found that enhanced performance 
occurred when goals were cooperatively-set (ES = .62) followed by participant-set goals 
(ES = .49) and assigned goals (ES = .30). These finding echo those of Weinberg and his 
colleagues (Weinberg, Burton, Yukelson, & Weingand, 1993; Weinberg & Weigand, 
1993) who found that individuals preferred to be involved in the goal setting process and 
that they may reject goals that are assigned to them and set their own goals. Building on 
previous goal participation findings, Locke (1994) recommended measuring athletes' 
personal goals when conducting goal setting research to assess whether additional goals 
are being set. Furthermore, according to Locke (1991), knowing that a participant is not 
committed to an assigned goal is simply not enough information unless one is 
knowledgeable about the actual goal being set. 
The meta-analysis also found that goal acceptance moderated the goal setting-
performance relationship (ES = .26). As a result, Kyllo and Landers (1995) recommended 
that investigators promote goal acceptance and commitment by having participants help 
in the goal setting process. In addition, it was suggested that researchers assess these 
factors when conducting research on goal setting. When investigating goal difficulty, it 
was found, that it moderated the goal setting-performance relationship. On one hand, it 
was found that moderately difficult goals enhanced performance. On the other hand, 
difficult and easy goals were non-significant in enhancing the effectiveness of goal 
setting. When examining goal specificity, it was clear that specific absolute goals resulted 
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in better performance (ES = .93) than relative, no goal comparison (ES = .27) and "do 
your best" goals (ES = .38). The resulting trends of the meta-analysis suggested that goal 
setting may be improved by setting short-term and long term goals together (ES = .48), 
and by making these goals public (ES = .79). Lastly, results from the meta-analysis 
indicated that goal setting leads to enhanced performance equally well regardless if the 
research is laboratory or field based. 
Although Kyllo and Landers (1995) examined several moderating variables, one 
moderating variable that they did not assess was feedback. However, empirical studies 
have been performed to examine the effects of feedback on the goal setting-performance 
relationship (e.g., Matsui et al., 1987; Mesch et al , 1994). For instance, when examining 
the effects of goals and feedback on a perceptual speed task in groups, Matsui et al. found 
that the effectiveness of task feedback in group goal setting is maximized if the feedback 
involves both individual and group performance information for subjects who are below 
target. Furthermore, Mesch et al. examined the effects of feedback on group goals and 
performance. Three person groups were randomly assigned and exposed to either positive 
or negative feedback after completing a group recognition task. The results indicated that, 
although groups that received negative feedback were less satisfied, these groups set 
higher goals, developed more strategies, and performed at higher levels than groups 
receiving positive feedback. 
Group Goal Setting-Cohesion Relationship 
Even though the majority of researchers assume that team goal setting can help 
increase individuals' perceptions of cohesion, few empirical studies have been conducted 
to test this assumption. Brawley, Carron, and Widmeyer (1993) were among the first to 
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examine the relationship between team goals and cohesion. Specifically, these 
researchers investigated whether participative team goal setting influenced perceptions of 
cohesion in adult community and college sport teams. The results indicated that when 
teams believed that they were actively involved in setting team goals, there was a greater 
perception of both task and social cohesion. Based on this result, it was suggested that 
team members develop common perceptions about the team while participating in setting 
team goals. 
In addition, Kjormo and Halvari (2002) examined the relationship amongst team 
goal setting, cohesion, and performance in Norwegian Olympic teams. The findings 
showed that cohesion was positively correlated with team goal clarity, which in turn was 
positively correlated to performance. Hence, it was suggested that if team members were 
more cohesive, they were more likely to communicate more effectively and set clearer 
team goals. Finally, Senecal et al. (2008) carried out a study to determine whether the 
implementation of a season-long team goal setting intervention increased perceptions of 
cohesion. The participants were female high school basketball players. The teams were 
randomly assigned to either a team goal setting using performance goals or a control 
condition. Results revealed that at the end of the basketball season, participants in the 
group goal setting condition held significantly higher mean perceptions on all four 
dimensions of cohesion (ATG-T = 6.72, ATG-S = 6.71, GI-T = 6.63, GI-S = 6.47) than 
participants in the control condition (ATG-T = 5.88, ATG-S = 5.31, GI-T = 5.32, GI-S = 
5.06). Further analysis indicated that the control group experienced decreases in 
perceptions of cohesion throughout the season, while participants in the team goal setting 
condition maintained their levels of cohesion from the beginning to the end of the season. 
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Although it appears that team goal setting is successful in fostering cohesion, 
some research has found no relationship between team goal setting and cohesion. For 
instance, Pargman and De Jesus (1987) conducted a study to examine the relationship 
amongst performance goals, cohesion, and performance in male secondary school 
intramural basketball teams. It was hypothesized that teams who set performance goals 
would exhibit higher levels of cohesiveness and that there would be a positive 
relationship between cohesion and the team's placement in the standings. However, the 
results indicated that team goals did not enhance players' perceptions of cohesion. 
However, it should be noted that feedback was not given to the participants concerning 
their team goals, which may have affected the results. Thus, it was suggested by the 
authors that team goal setting may have the most affect on cohesion and performance 
when feedback is given; a belief that is shared by numerous researchers (e.g., Locke & 
Latham, 1985; Matsui et al., 1987; Widmeyer & Ducharme, 1997). 
Goal Type 
Research in sport has begun to stress the importance of distinguishing between 
three types of goals (i.e., process, performance, and outcome) and the significance of 
investigating the benefits of each goal type in relation to various outcomes (e.g., Burton, 
1989; Kingston & Hardy, 1994, 1997). As such, process goals are defined as focusing on 
the behaviours necessary for successful performance (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). 
Examples of process goals might include "staying relaxed" during a race. Performance 
goals on the other hand, focus on identifying an end product of performance that can be 
achieved relatively independent of others (Hardy et al.). For instance, running one mile in 
12 minutes and 21 seconds would be indicative of a performance goal. Lastly, outcome 
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goals focus on an end product of performance and are usually based on a comparison 
with a competitor such as finishing first in a race (Hardy et al.). 
Prior to the suggestion of examining the different types of goals, the majority of 
research in sport had utilized performance goals. As noted by Filby, Maynard, and 
Gray don (1999), this limitation applied equally to investigations conducted in laboratory 
settings as well as field-based studies. However, research on individual goal setting has 
attempted to overcome these limitations and have broadened their focus to examine the 
effects of process, performance and outcome goals on performance (e.g., Filby et al.; 
Kingston & Hardy, 1997; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1996, 1997). For instance, 
Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1996) investigated the impact of process versus outcome 
goals on skill acquisition and performance on a dart throwing task. Participants assigned 
to the process goal setting condition were required to concentrate on successfully 
achieving the final stages in each throw. The multi-approach strategy was described in 
detail to the participants and was labelled as "sighting", "throwing", and "follow 
through". Participants assigned to the outcome goal condition on the other hand, were 
simply asked to hit the bull's eye on the dart board. Results showed that participants 
using process goals, performed significantly better than participants setting outcome 
goals. It was suggested that process goals enhanced the ability of the participants to focus 
on the technical components of the task. 
According to Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1997), the experimental conditions of 
their previous study (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1996) were not optimal since they did not 
consider the possibility that participants would change from process to outcome goals 
once the dart-throwing strategy became automatic. In order to overcome this limitation, 
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Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1997) added a shifting goal experimental condition that 
initially began using process goals and then changed to outcome goals when the dart-
throwing task became automatic. The participants were female high school physical 
education classes, and were randomly assigned to one of the experimental conditions. It 
was found that participants who shifted goals from process to outcome goals obtained 
higher performance scores than those who set process goals or outcome goals. It should 
also be noted that participants regardless of their experimental condition outperformed 
those assigned to the control condition. 
The findings of Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1996, 1997) were supported by 
Kingston and Hardy (1997), who compared the effectiveness of process and outcome 
goals on the performance of golfers over a season. The participants assigned to the 
process goal condition showed the greatest levels of improvement in performance than 
participants in the outcome goal condition. The authors suggested that process goals may 
lead to enhanced performance through improved attentional focus. 
Building on the work of Zimmerman and Kitsantas (1997) on the use of multiple 
goal setting strategies, Filby et al. (1999) examined the use of a multiple goal setting 
strategies on the performance of a soccer task measured by kicking accuracy. Participants 
were assigned to one of the following conditions: outcome goals, outcome goals and 
process goals, process goals, a combination of outcome, performance, and process goals, 
or a control condition. Participants in all five conditions were informed that the 
experiment was concerned with the effectiveness of different approaches to goal setting. 
Specifically, participants required to set outcome goals were informed that their goal 
statement should reflect that their aim is to win first prize in the competition. On the other 
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hand, participants required to set process goals were helped to generate a process goal 
statement such as "focus on the ten" or "concentrate for the whole 90 seconds". 
Participants were instructed that would be their short-term aim. In addition, participants 
were not informed about the competition. Finally, participants assigned to the control 
condition were simply informed that the experiment was concerned with the efficacy of 
pre-performance routines. 
Results revealed that the groups using multiple goal strategies (i.e., outcome and 
process goals condition and outcome, performance, and process goals condition) 
performed significantly better than each of the other three experimental groups. 
Additionally, participants in both the process goal only and the control conditions scored 
significantly better than did participants in the outcome goal only condition. Although 
post interviews revealed that participants assigned to the experimental conditions were 
committed to attaining their assigned goals, it was not made clear whether participants in 
the control condition engaged in spontaneous goal setting which may have altered the 
results. Furthermore, Filby et al. (1999) failed to include a performance goal only 
experimental condition limiting the findings in regards to providing insight into the 
prioritization of all three goal types. Nonetheless, the findings produced by the study 
revealed some considerations that may be valuable for practitioners when consulting 
performers on the most effective way to implement an effective goal setting training 
program. 
As noted by Filby et al. (1999), the results also support Hardy's (1997) contention 
that a balance should be maintained between setting process, performance, and outcome 
goals. Also, the results echoed Kingston and Hardy's (1997) suggestion that the most 
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important factor for goal setting programs is knowing the extent to which performers 
learn to prioritize the different goal types (Filby et al.). However, goal setting in group 
contexts may not be generalizable from research at the individual level as goal setting 
becomes more complicated in groups. 
One of the primary factors which has been found to differentiate group goal 
setting from individual goal setting is the presence of group phenomena such as cohesion 
(Klein & Mulvey, 1995). Nonetheless, it is important to note that similar findings from 
the individual goal setting research examining goal types have been echoed for group 
goal setting in the organizational literature (e.g., Linnenbrink, 2005). For instance, 
Linnenbrink examined the effects of different types of group goals on the performance of 
groups of upper elementary level students. Students were divided into groups of four and 
classrooms were assigned to one of three goal setting conditions: mastery goal 
orientation, performance goal orientation or a combined mastery and performance 
approach. Mastery goals focus on developing one's competence (i.e., process goal), while 
a performance goal orientation focuses on demonstrating one's competence (i.e., outcome 
goal). Performance was measured by math exam scores. Groups who were assigned to 
the combined condition showed the most improvements in performance, followed by the 
outcome goals group, and the process goals group. Thus, it was concluded that the 
findings supported the multiple goal perspective for group goal contexts, suggesting that 
a dual emphasis on process and outcome goals may be beneficial in enhancing group 
performance. Although examining research investigating the effects of different types of 
goal setting on the individual goal setting-performance relationship provides insight, 
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results can not necessarily be generalized to the group goal setting-performance or group 
goal setting-cohesion relationship. 
Moreover, studies that have examined the effects of group goal setting on 
cohesion have solely used performance goals (i.e., Pargman & De Jesus, 1987; Senecal et 
al., 2008) or have simply failed to indicate which type of goals were being implemented 
(i.e., Brawley et al., 1993; Kjormo & Halvari, 2002. Thus, further team goal setting 
research needs to be conducted in the sports domain to determine which goal types 
should be emphasized. 
In sum, it has been suggested that cohesion is the most important small group 
variable (Golembiewski, 1962; Lott & Lott, 1965). Therefore, it is not surprising that 
when groups have been the focus, cohesion has been a topic of interest in the sport 
psychology literature. In regards to the consequences of cohesion, research has found that 
greater cohesion is related to improved performance (e.g., Carron, Colman et al., 2002; 
Mullen & Copper, 1994). Given the importance of the cohesion-performance 
relationship, it is not surprising that attempts have been made to enhance cohesion 
through a process known as team building and more specifically team goal setting. 
Although the majority of literature has found a positive team goal setting-cohesion 
relationship, it should be noted that very few studies have been conducted to test this 
relationship. Furthermore, there are several limitations associated with previous research 
studies including the examination of various goal types (i.e., process, performance, 
outcome, and multiple). Therefore, further team goal setting research needs to be 
conducted in the sports domain to understand whether this intervention technique is 
useful for enhancing cohesion, as well as determining which goal types should be 
73 
emphasized. Since this relationship has not been previously examined, a laboratory 
setting would be ideal (McGrath, 1964). 
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Figure Captions 
Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for the study of Cohesion in Sport (Carron, Widmeyer, 
& Brawley, 1985). 
Figure 2. Team Building Model for Development of Cohesion (Carron & Spink, 1993). 
Figure 1 
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Appendix A 
Cup Stacking Formations 
3-6-3 Formation 
6-6 Formation 
1-10-1 Formation 
Appendix B 
Demographic Information 
Age: yrs 
Gender: Female / Male (circle one) 
Prior to this, did you ever cup stack? Yes No (circle one 
How long have you known your group members? 
Teammate 1: (in months) 
Teammate 2: (in months) 
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Appendix C 
Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ ; Carron et al., 1985) 
This survey looks at what you think about your team. There are no wrong or right 
answers, so please answer honestly. Some of the questions may seem repetitive, but 
please answer ALL questions. Your answers will not be shared with anyone. 
The following questions look at your feelings about your own involvement with this team. Please CIRCLE 
a number from 1 to 9 to indicate which number best describes your feelings about each question. 
1. I do not enjoy being a part of the social activities of this team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
2. I'm not happy with the amount of playing time I get. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
3. I am going to miss the members of this team when the cup-stacking task ends. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
4. I'm unhappy with my team's desire to win. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
5. Some of my best friends are on this team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
6. This team did not give me enough opportunities to improve my personal performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
7. I enjoy hanging out with others rather than my teammates. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
8. I did not like the strategies used on this team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
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9. For me, this team is one of the most important social groups to which I belong . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
The following questions look at your feelings about the team as a whole. Please CIRCLE a number from 1 
to 9 to indicate which number best describes your feelings about each question 
10. Our team is united in trying to reach its goals for performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
11. Members of our team would rather go out on their own than get together as team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
12. We all took responsibility for poor performances by our team. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
13. Our team members rarely hang out together. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
14. Our team members had conflicting goals for the team's performance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
15. Our team would like to spend time together when the cup-stacking task is done. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
16. Members of our team would like to spend time together when the cup stacking task is 
done. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
17. Members of our team did not stick together outside of practice and competition sessions. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
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18. Our team members did not communicate freely about each athlete's responsibilities 
during competition or practice. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Agree 
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Appendix D 
Spontaneous Goal Setting Inventory 
1. Throughout the cup stacking study, did you set any goals for yourself or for your team? 
D Yes • No 
If so, please describe the goals that were set: 
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Appendix E 
Goal Commitment Inventory 
(Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, Wright, & DeShon, 2001) 
On a scale of 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree) please indicate the extent 
to which these statements correspond to your commitment levels towards your team's 
participatively set goals. 
1. It's hard to take this goal seriously. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Completely Completely 
Disagree Agree 
2. Quite frankly, I don't care if I achieve this goal or not. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Completely Completely 
Disagree Agree 
3. I am strongly committed to pursuing this goal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
4. It wouldn't take much to make me abandon this goal. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
5. I think this is a good goal to shoot for. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
Appendix F 
Goal Specificity Inventory 
(Winters & Latham, 1996) 
On a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so) please indicate the extent to which these 
statements correspond to the specificity of your team's participatively set goals. 
1. To what extent was the aim for producing your team goals vague. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
2. To what extent was the number of goals to be achieved by your team specified. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
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Appendix G 
Goal Difficulty Inventory 
(Winters & Latham, 1996) 
On a scale of 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so) please indicate the extent to which these 
statements correspond to the difficulty of your team's participatively set goals. 
1. To what extent were the goals set difficult. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
2. To what extent were the goals set easy. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Very 
much so 
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Appendix H 
University 
of Windsor 
thinking forward 
LETTER OF INFORMATION FOR CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
Title of Study: The Role of Groups on Cohesion 
You are asked to participate in one of three research studies conducted by Andree Castonguay a Master's 
of Human Kinetics candidate, from the department of human kinetics at the University of Windsor. Results 
obtained from the current studies will be used in a master's thesis. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact: 
Andree Castonguay (Primary Investigator) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 4058 
e-mail: castonq2@uwindsor.ca 
or 
Dr. Todd Loughead (Faculty Supervisor) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 2450 
e-mail: lougheadgtjuwindsor.ca 
PURPOSE O F T H E STUDIES 
The purpose of all three of our studies is to examine how perceptions of your team environment influence 
your team's chemistry. 
PROCEDURES 
If you volunteer to participate in one of these studies, we would ask you to do the following things: 
Fill out a short questionnaire three times throughout the 8 week study. This questionnaire will assess various 
perceptions of your sport team. 
What do you have to do? Your participation includes attending one weekly cup stacking task lasting 
approximately 15 minutes per session for an 8 week period. The studies will take place in the Sport and 
Exercise Psychology Laboratory located in the Human Kinetics building. Participation also includes 
completing questionnaires three times throughout the 8 week period: weeks 4,6 and 8. There are no right or 
wrong answers, please answer the questions as honestly as possible. 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
There are no known physical or psychological risks associated with this research. 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 
Providing students with the opportunity to act as a research participant provides them with the chance to 
personally experience research related to the concepts that they study in the course 95-211 Principles of 
Mental Skills Training. Also, subjects participating in the current study are expected to experience benefits 
from learning how to set goals. Finally, the task of cup stacking is associated with improvements in hand eye 
coordination. 
(/J 
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION 
Subjects wishing to participate in the current studies will not receive payment for their participation. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Any information that is obtained in connection with these studies and that can be identified with you will 
remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. The results of the studies will be 
reported without identifying you personally so your confidentiality can be maintained. The information 
collected through these surveys will be destroyed five years after collection. 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
You can choose whether to be in one of these studies or not. If you volunteer to be in one of these studies, 
you may withdraw at any point in time without penalty. That is, if you choose to withdraw you will still receive 
the additional credit. For instance, if you decide to withdraw half way through the study, then you will receive 
1% instead of the 2% research credit bonus. However, you will have the opportunity to do a 3-page report in 
order to receive the other 1%. You may also refuse to answer any questions you don't want to answer and 
still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances arise which 
warrant doing so. 
FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS 
The results of the study will be posted on the Research Ethics Board website (www.uwindsor.ca/reb). 
Date when results are available: May, 2008 
SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA 
This data may be used in subsequent studies. 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have 
questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of 
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethicstajuwindsor.ca 
SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR 
These are the terms under which I will conduct research. 
Signature of Investigator Date 
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Appendix I 
Instructional Sheet 
(Process goal condition) 
What are team goals? Team goals are shared perceptions that refer to a desirable state 
for the group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal goals of individual 
team members (Mills, 1984). 
What is a process goal? Process goals focus on the behaviours necessary for successful 
performance (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). That is, process goals focus on skill 
technique (Cox, 2007). Examples of process goals might include "place the cups down 
gently" or "use finger tips". 
Cup stacking task: Your group of 3 will need to perform a doubles cup stacking task as 
seen on the video. You are to ensure that each member goes twice and that someone is 
the right hand and someone is the left hand. When you upstack, the right hand makes a 
move, then the left hand, and so on. 
Rules: 
• Only hands that are being used by the participants are in play 
• Each participant must make only one move at a time during the upstack 
• All members have to go 2 times 
• One person is the right hand, one the left 
• Downstacking begins at the end at which you started 
• If you fumble on the cups you are stacking, you do not need to start from the 
beginning. However, if you are on the third stack and you knock down the middle 
stack, you need to go back and redo the middle sequence 
• Timer must be hit at the end of the sequence 
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Appendix J 
Instructional Sheet 
(Performance goal condition) 
What are team goals? Team goals are shared perceptions that refer to a desirable state 
for the group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal goals of individual 
team members (Mills, 1984). 
What is a performance goal? Performance goals focus on identifying an end product of 
performance that can be achieved relatively independent of others (Hardy, Jones, & 
Gould, 1996). Specifically, performance goals focus on skill achievement (Cox, 2007). 
Examples of performance goals might include "performing an up stack in 2 seconds" or 
"achieving a personal best score". 
Cup stacking task: Your group of 3 will need to perform a doubles cup stacking task as 
seen on the video. You are to ensure that each member goes twice and that someone is 
the right hand and someone is the left hand. When you upstack, the right hand makes a 
move, then the left hand, and so on. 
Rules: 
• Only hands that are being used by the participants are in play 
• Each participant must make only one move at a time during the upstack 
• All members have to go 2 times 
• One person is the right hand, one the left 
• Downstacking begins at the end at which you started 
• If you fumble on the cups you are stacking, you do not need to start from the 
beginning. However, if you are on the third stack and you knock down the middle 
stack, you need to go back and redo the middle sequence 
• Timer must be hit at the end of the sequence 
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Appendix K 
Instructional Sheet 
(Outcome goal condition) 
What are team goals? Team goals are shared perceptions that refer to a desirable state 
for the group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal goals of individual 
team members (Mills, 1984). 
What is an outcome goal? Outcome goals focus on an end product of performance and 
are usually based on a comparison with a competitor (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). 
That is, outcome goals usually focus on winning (Cox, 2007). Examples of outcome 
goals might include "winning first place in the competition" and "completing the cup 
stacking task 2 seconds faster than the second to best team". 
Cup stacking task: Your group of 3 will need to perform a doubles cup stacking task as 
seen on the video. You are to ensure that each member goes twice and that someone is 
the right hand and someone is the left hand. When you upstack, the right hand makes a 
move, then the left hand, and so on. 
Rules: 
• Only hands that are being used by the participants are in play 
• Each participant must make only one move at a time during the upstack 
• All members have to go 2 times 
• One person is the right hand, one the left 
• Downstacking begins at the end at which you started 
• If you fumble on the cups you are stacking, you do not need to start from the 
beginning. However, if you are on the third stack and you knock down the middle 
stack, you need to go back and redo the middle sequence 
• Timer must be hit at the end of the sequence 
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Appendix L 
Instructional Sheet 
(Multiple goal condition) 
What are team goals? Team goals are shared perceptions that refer to a desirable state 
for the group as a collective rather than simply the sum of the personal goals of individual 
team members (Mills, 1984). 
What is a process goal? Process goals focus on the behaviours necessary for successful 
performance (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). Specifically, performance goals focus on 
skill achievement (Cox, 2007). Examples of process goals might include "place the cups 
down gently" or "use finger tips". 
What is a performance goal? Performance goals focus on identifying an end product of 
performance that can be achieved relatively independent of others (Hardy, Jones, & 
Gould, 1996). Specifically, performance goals focus on skill achievement (Cox, 2007). 
Examples of performance goals might include "performing an up stack in 2 seconds" or 
"achieving a personal best score". 
What is an outcome goal? Outcome goals focus on an end product of performance and 
are usually based on a comparison with a competitor (Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). 
That is, outcome goals usually focus on winning (Cox, 2007). Examples of outcome 
goals might include "winning first place in the competition" and "completing the cup 
stacking task 2 seconds faster than the second to best team". 
Cup stacking task: Your group of 3 will need to perform a doubles cup stacking task as 
seen on the video. You are to ensure that each member goes twice and that someone is 
the right hand and someone is the left hand. When you upstack, the right hand makes a 
move, then the left hand, and so on. 
Rules: 
• Only hands that are being used by the participants are in play 
• Each participant must make only one move at a time during the upstack 
• All members have to go 2 times 
• One person is the right hand, one the left 
• Downstacking begins at the end at which you started 
• If you fumble on the cups you are stacking, you do not need to start from the 
beginning. However, if you are on the third stack and you knock down the middle 
stack, you need to go back and redo the middle sequence 
• Timer must be hit at the end of the sequence 
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Appendix M 
Instructional Sheet 
(Control condition) 
Cup stacking task: Your group of 3 will need to perform a doubles cup stacking task as 
seen on the video. You are to ensure that each member goes twice and that someone is 
the right hand and someone is the left hand. When you upstack, the right hand makes a 
move, then the left hand, and so on. 
Rules: 
Only hands that are being used by the participants are in play 
Each participant must make only one move at a time during the upstack 
All members have to go 2 times 
One person is the right hand, one the left 
Downstacking begins at the end at which you started 
If you fumble on the cups you are stacking, you do not need to start from the 
beginning. However, if you are on the third stack and you knock down the middle 
stack, you need to go back and redo the middle sequence 
Timer must be hit at the end of the sequence 
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
(Experimental Conditions) 
Title of Study: The Role of Groups on Cohesion 
You are asked to participate in one of three research studies conducted by Andree Castonguay a Master's 
of Human Kinetics candidate, from the department of human kinetics at the University of Windsor. Results 
obtained from the current studies will be used in a master's thesis. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact: 
Andree Castonguay (Primary Investigator) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 4058 
e-mail: castong2(S>.uwindsor.ca 
or 
Dr. Todd Loughead (Faculty Supervisor) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 2450 
e-mail: loughead(S).uwindsor.ca 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDIES 
The purpose of all three of our studies is to examine how perceptions of your team environment influence 
your team's chemistry. 
PROCEDURES 
If you volunteer to participate in one of these studies, we would ask you to do the following things: 
Fill out a short questionnaire three times throughout the 8 week study. This questionnaire will assess various 
perceptions of your sport team. 
What do you have to do? Your participation includes attending one weekly cup stacking task lasting 
approximately 15 minutes per session for an 8 week period. The studies will take place in the Sport and 
Exercise Psychology Laboratory located in the Human Kinetics building. Participation also includes 
completing questionnaires three times throughout the 8 week period: weeks 4,6 and 8. There are no right or 
wrong answers, please answer the questions as honestly as possible. Your group may also be randomly 
placed into one of the research studies where, in addition to completing the questionnaire, you will be asked 
to participate in a group goal setting program throughout the study. 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
There are no known physical or psychological risks associated with this research. 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 
Providing students with the opportunity to act as a research participant provides them with the chance to 
personally experience research related to the concepts that they study in the course 95-211 Principles of 
Mental Skills Training. Also, subjects participating in the current study are expected to experience benefits 
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from learning how to set goals. Finally, the task of cup stacking is associated with improvements in hand eye 
coordination. 
PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION 
Subjects wishing to participate in the current studies will not receive payment for their participation. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Any information that is obtained in connection with these studies and that can be identified with you will 
remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. The results of the studies will be 
reported without identifying you personally so your confidentiality can be maintained. The information 
collected through these surveys will be destroyed five years after collection. 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
You can choose whether to be in one of these studies or not. If you volunteer to be in one of these studies, 
you may withdraw at any point in time without penalty. That is, if you choose to withdraw you will still receive 
the additional credit. For instance, if you decide to withdraw half way through the study, then you will receive 
1% instead of the 2% research credit bonus. However, you will have the opportunity to do a 3-page report in 
order to receive the other 1%. You may also refuse to answer any questions you don't want to answer and 
still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances arise which 
warrant doing so. 
FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS 
The results of the study will be posted on the Research Ethics Board website (www.uwindsor.ca/reb). 
Date when results are available: May, 2008 
SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA 
This data may be used in subsequent studies. 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have 
questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of 
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca 
SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE 
I understand the information provided for the study The Role of Groups on Cohesion as described herein. 
My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been 
given a copy of this form. 
Name of Subject 
Signature of Subject Date 
SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR 
These are the terms under which I will conduct research. 
Signature of Investigator Date 
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Appendix O 
University 
of Windsor 
thinking forward 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 
(Control Condition) 
You are asked to participate in one of three research studies conducted by Andree Castonguay a Master's 
of Human Kinetics candidate, from the department of human kinetics at the University of Windsor. Results 
obtained from the current studies will be used in a master's thesis. 
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact: 
Andree Castonguay (Primary Investigator) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 4058 
e-mail: castong2@uwindsor.ca 
or 
Dr. Todd Loughead (Faculty Supervisor) 
Phone: 519-253-3000 ext. 2450 
e-mail: loughead@uwindsor.ca 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDIES 
The purpose of all three of our studies is to examine how perceptions of your team environment influence 
your team's chemistry. 
PROCEDURES 
If you volunteer to participate in one of these studies, we would ask you to do the following things: 
Fill out a short questionnaire three times throughout the 8 week study. This questionnaire will assess various 
perceptions of your sport team. 
What do you have to do? Your participation includes attending one weekly cup stacking task lasting 
approximately 15 minutes per session for an 8 week period. The studies will take place in the Sport and 
Exercise Psychology Laboratory located in the Human Kinetics building. Participation also includes 
completing questionnaires three times throughout the 8 week period: weeks 4,6 and 8. There are no right or 
wrong answers, please answer the questions as honestly as possible. 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
There are no known physical or psychological risks associated with this research. 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SUBJECTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 
Providing students with the opportunity to act as a research participant provides them with the chance to 
personally experience research related to the concepts that they study in the course 95-211 Principles of 
Mental Skills Training. Also, subjects participating in the current study are expected to experience benefits 
from learning how to set goals. Finally, the task of cup stacking is associated with improvements in hand eye 
coordination. 
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PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION 
Subjects wishing to participate in the current studies will not receive payment for their participation. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Any information that is obtained in connection with these studies and that can be identified with you will 
remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission. The results of the studies will be 
reported without identifying you personally so your confidentiality can be maintained. The information 
collected through these surveys will be destroyed five years after collection. 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
You can choose whether to be in one of these studies or not. If you volunteer to be in one of these studies, 
you may withdraw at any point in time without penalty. That is, if you choose to withdraw you will still receive 
the additional credit. For instance, if you decide to withdraw half way through the study, then you will receive 
1% instead of the 2% research credit bonus. However, you will have the opportunity to do a 3-page report in 
order to receive the other 1%. You may also refuse to answer any questions you don't want to answer and 
still remain in the study. The investigator may withdraw you from this research if circumstances arise which 
warrant doing so. 
FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE SUBJECTS 
The results of the study will be posted on the Research Ethics Board website (www.uwindsor.ca/reb). 
Date when results are available: May, 2008 
SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA 
This data may be used in subsequent studies. 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH SUBJECTS 
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty. If you have 
questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of 
Windsor, Windsor, Ontario N9B 3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca 
SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH SUBJECT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE 
I understand the information provided for the study The Role of Groups on Cohesion as described herein. 
My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this study. I have been 
given a copy of this form. 
Name of Subject 
Signature of Subject Date 
SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR 
These are the terms under which I will conduct research. 
Signature of Investigator Date 
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Appendix P 
Goal Setting Log Book 
Please Identify your Group's Long Term and Short Term Goals! 
Long term goal: 
Short term goals: 
Progress Report 
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